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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
SONORAN PRONGHORN FORAGE ENHANCEMENT PROJECT

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background

The Sonoran Pronghom Recove~ Implementation Team has identified the need to improve the
quahty of habitat for the endangered Sonoran pronghom (Antilocapra anzermma sononems) wthin
the Barry M. Goldwater Range.

The Sonoran pronghom is one of five subspecies of pronghom and was hsted by the U.S. Fish and
Wildhfe Service (USFWS) as an endangered species in 1967. Sonoran pronghom occupy the plains
of central western Sonora, Mexico, northward into southwestern Arizona (Wright and DeVos 1986).
In Arizona, Sonoran pronghom are found on the Cabeza PrietaNational Wddhfe Refhge (CPNWR),

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument(OPCNM), the Barry M. Goldwater Range @MGR), and
some adj scent public and State lands, all south of Interstate 8.

Within the last century, the Sonoran pronghom population has been estimated in the United States to
be 105 in 1924, 60 (outside of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument) in 1941, less than 100 m
1956. less than 50 in 1968, and between 50 and 150 during 1968-1974. Wright and DeVos estimated
a population of 85-100 during their study (1983-1985).

More recently, systematic aerial surveys have estimated the population in the United Statestobe216
m 1996 and between 132 and 172 indiwduals in 1998. Currently, fewer than 130 animals are
estimated to be m the Umted States (Bright et al. 1999) These surveys are considered to be more
accurate than previous estimates, which were less complete and covered sma~ler areas. Sonoran
prorghom have extremely large home ranges, averaging 920 Icrnz(Hervert et al. 2000). Large home
ranges may suggest an overaIl low habitat quality (Yoakum 1978).

The hlstonc range of Sonoran pronghom in both the United States and Mexico has been altered and
fi-awmented by human activities such as the damming and diverting of Ia:ge rivers for agncultw-e,
construction of highways and fences, livestock grazing, settlement, recreation, and military activities
in the United States. These activities, along with climatological and vegetational shifts, have reduced
the quantity and quality of habitat available to Sonoran pronghom, leading to low population levels.
Consequently, aggressive management to ameliorate the effects of past human actions and current
habitat restrictions on Sonoran pronghom range is necessary.

Fawn survival is currently the most critical component of the population dynamics of Sonoran
pronghom. Small changes in the recruitment level of fawns can have dramatic influences on
population size and the probabdity of extinction (Hosack 1996). Recently, fa-%n~ecruitment has
been dangerously low, with no known recruitment in three of the last five years (Hervert et al. 2000).
One key to recovery of this endangered subspecies is through improving the recrwtment of fawns
into the population.

Reproductive success and fawn sumival are largely governed by environmental factors, particularly
the availability of nutritious forage. Sonomn pronghom diet has been studied through micro
histological analysis of fecal pellets collected horn 1994 through 1998. These analyses have shown
that forbs and shrubs makeup the majority of Sonoran pronghom diets @Iervert et al. 2000). Forbs
are selected when they are available. Browse makes up the main component of their diet when forbs
are not available, such as during drought periods. Nutritional analyses indicate that forbs contain



large amounts of protein, as well as being highly digestible and providing preformed water, while
shrubs are high in fat (Hughes and Smith 1990, Fox 1997). Numerous studies of pronghorn feeding
habits in other parts of the country confirm that nutritious forbs are the most selected forage Items for
pronghom when they are available (Beale and Smith 1970, Yoakum 1990).

The avadability of preferred food items for pronghorn lS dependent on the timing and amount of
rainfall. All desert plants respond to moisture input, but annual plants are triggered by rainfall.
Normal periods of rainfall in the Sonoran desert follow a blmodal pattern, occurring as convective
thundershowers in the summer and long cyclonic storms in the winter. The winter storms are the
primary stimulant of plant productivity, much of It in the form of winter ephemeral plant growth
(Patten 1978). Adequate winter rains are needed to sustain winter annuals into spring and early
summer This is the time of year when pronghom does require nutritious forage to meet the high
energy demands of lactation and weaned fawns need quality forage for growth.

Additionally, a productive summer monsoon (thunderstorm) season 1sneeded to produce sufficient
quantities of summer annuals and promote new growth on perennials. Without this forage, fawns
will be unable to maintain body weight and WIIIsubsequently die. Summer monsoons also provide
ephemeral sources of fi-eestanding water. However, two consecutive productive rainfall seasons are
rare in the Sonoran desert.

Sonoran pronghorn use certain areas of the Barry M. Goldwater Range on a more frequent basis than
surrounding areas (DeVos 1989, Hervert et al. 1997, 2000). These areas occur within Tactical
Ranges that have been disturbed by military activities (E@h Explosive [HE] Hill, targets, runways),
which have resulted in the thinning of creosote and other perenmal shrub vegetation, creating a more
open habitat, favorable to pronghom. In addltlon, the disturbed soil surface, which hoids water
runoff better than surrounding flat areas, has promoted increased herbaceous plant growth (forbs)
preferred by pronghom. The availability of late-season quality forage as well as fieestandmg water,
which collects in clay-bottomed bomb craters, allow pronghom to occupy these habitats longer and
m larger groups than othervme expected.

The influence of coyote (Canis latmn.s) predation on Sonoran pronghom fawns remains largely
unstudied. A review of the hterature shows that the first 30 days of a fawn’s life is the period that
they are most vulnerable to coyote predation (Trainer et al. 1983, Ockenfels et al. 1992, Canon
1993). In the Sonoran desert, when spring habitat conditions are good, large numbers of fawns
survive the first 90 days, until the onset of summer Hervert et al. 2000). Predators undoubtedly take
pronghom fawns; however, the available data suggest habitat condition is more influential on fawn
mortality rates and improving habitat may result in higher levels of fawn recruitment.

On August 27,1997, IJSFWS issued a Biological Opinion to theU.S. Air Force (USAF) (#2-21 -96-
F-094; “Biological Opinion For the Use of Ground-Surface and Airspace for MiIitary Training on
the Barry M. Goldwater Range which May Affect the Endangered Sonoran Pronghom.”).
Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 states that “USAF will begin a pilot study to determine
if supplemental watering of test plots will increase the amount and length of time forbs are present
and if Sonoran pronghom will be attracted to and use these areas.” -.

The Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Implementation Team, consisting of representatives fiorn the
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), Luke Air Force Base (LAFEI), USFWS, Marine Corps
Air Station, Yuma (MCAS), National Park Service (Nl?S), Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Tohono O’odham Nation, and the Mexican Government, has the responsibility of implementing the
Final Revised Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Plan. Increasing adult and fawn survival through
habitat enhancement (including investigation of food pIots and water developments) is identified as a
recovery action (USFWS 1998, page 38, section 1.2).
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The Recovery Implementatron Team proposes to enhance habitat by increasing forage for Sonoran 
pronghorn during the late spring and summer months at 10 locations withm the Barry M. Goldwater 
Range Free water would also be provided at some of these areas during the time that forage is 
available. 

The Mihtary Lands Withdrawal Act of 1999 (Title XXX of Public Law 106-65) transfers general 
management authority of the Barry M. Goldwater Range from the BLM to the An- Force and 
Marine Corps. This environmental assessment was initiated shortly after PL 106-65 was signed 
into law in October 1999. Preparation of the environmental assessment was a team effort 
between the AGFD, the Yuma and Phoenix field offices of the BLM, and Luke AFB. These 
agencies are members of the Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Implementation Team, and pooled 
their resources to prepare the environmental assessment. 

The lead agencies for thts proposed actron are the Air Force and Marine Corps; the BLM and 
AGFD are cooperating agencies. The proposed action is a requirement of a biological opinion 
issued to the Air Force, hence most of the funds for implementation are provided by Luke AFB. 
Some of the plots are located on that portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range managed by the 
Marme Corps. Furthermore, the Marine Corps may also contribute funds toward Implementation 
of this proposed 7-year study. Therefore, Luke AFB and MCAS Yuma are the lead agencies for 
decisions regarding the proposed action. 

B. Purpose and Need of Proposed Action. 

The proposed action IS to implement Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 of the 1997 
Biological Opinion, by creating areas of high-quality forage for Sonoran pronghom. These areas 
would increase the avarlabihty of forage and water durmg the times of the year critical for fawn 
survival. The project proponents are Luke Air Force Base and Marine Corps An- Station-Yuma as 
part of an interagency effort supported by the Bureau of LandManagement Phoenix and YumaField 
Offices. Arizona Game and Fish Department would conduct the project. The participating agencies 
may contribute labor and resources in the future as needed. 

The action is needed to improve the survival of pronghom fawns during their first summer. 
Recruitment of fawns during recent years has been extremely low and thus there are very few “new” 
adults entering the aging breeding population. Without increased fawn recruitment, there is a high 
probability that pronghom numbers will continue to remain at the low levels that have been seen 
historically over the last century. If the Western drought conditions contmue for a sustained period, 
there is also some possibility that pronghom numbers may decline towards extinction. The ultimate 
objective of this proposed project is to increase the population of Sonoran pronghom to a level 
sufficient to allow the relocation of some animals for the establishment of addrtional populations in 
their historical range. This is one of the primary recovery goals in the Final Revised Sonoran 
Pronghom Recovery Plan (USFWS 1998). 

The Final Revised Recovery Plan established a goal of 300 adult Sonoran pror&im in the United 
States for the subspecies to be considered for downlisting to threatened. Sonoran pronghom 
numbers appear to fluctuate with forage conditions, which are, in turn, dependent on rainfall. Other 
factors previously suspected of keeping Sonoran pronghom numbers low, such as poaching, are no 
longer considered significant. 

Congress mandated under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, that all FederaI agencies 
shall seek to conserve endangered species (16 U.S.C. 8 1531 (1)). In Sierra Club v. Glickman 156 
F.3d 606 (5”’ Cir. 1998), the Court ruled that all Federal agencies have a duty to use “all methods and 
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procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered or threatened species to the point at which
the measures prowded pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary.”

As part of this project, the following hypotheses would be tested (see Appendix A - Hypotheses
Testing and Monitoring):

1. Ho: There is no difference in forage production between treated and untreated plots.
H,: Forage production is greater on treated p~ots.

2. HO:Sonoran pronghom use treated (enhanced) areas randomly.
Ha: Sonoran pronghorn use treated areas more than expected.

3. Ho: Sonoran pronghom fawn survival is not influenced by the combination of habitat
manipulations (creosote removal, forage enhancement and free standing water).

H,: Sonoran pronghom fawn survival is influenced by the combination of habitat
manipulations.

4. Ho: Diet of Sonoran pronghom is not influenced by enhancement of forage.
H.: Diet of Sonoran pronghom is influenced by enhancement of forage.

5. HO:Predation of Sonoran pronghom is not influenced by the combination of habitat
manipulations (creosote removaI, forage enhancement and freestanding water).

H,: Predation of Sonoran pronghom 1s not adversely influenced by habitat
manipulations.

C Conformance with Land Use PIan. The proposed action would be in conformance with the
Yuma District Resource Management Plan, approved in February 1987, and the Lo~i’er Gda South
Resource Management Plan-Goldwater Ameniiment, which was approved in November 1990. This
is BLM’s overall planning guidance for natural and cultural resource management of the Barry M.
Goldwater Range.

D Relationships to Other Plans. Tks action is consistent with BLMs Fislz and Wddhfe 2000
Plan. The proposed project lies, in part, within the coverage of the Leclzz~gztilla-&Io/za>vkHabitat
Management Plan, a cooperate AGFDE3LM document that was completed in October 1997. The
proposed action is also consistent with the draft Bany M Goldwater East Habitat Management
Plan.

This proposed action is consistent with and required of LAFB’s final Biological Opinion, dated
August 27, 1997. The creation of forage enhancement plots for Sonoran pronghom is described
under Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 in the Biological Opinion. In addition, this
proposed action is consistent with the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Plan (USFWS
1998).

The forage enhancement project would also help to meet the AGFD’s Wildlife 2QO0 Strategic Plan
(1996-2000). Wildlife 2000 calls for AGFD to work cooperatively with land managers and
landowners to improve habitat conditions through water developments and other habitat
enhancement methods.
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H. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATWES

A. Altematlve A - Proposed Action.

The proposed action rs to grow native annual and perennial forage for pronghom in 10 areas on the
Barry M. Goldwater Range beginning in fall 2000 (See Table 1 and Figure l). The forage would be
avadable during the spring and summer months when pronghom fawn mortality is the highest.
Adult pronghom require about 2.5 pounds of forage per day (Lee et al. 1998), and plentifil forage is
very important to young fawns soon after weaning.

This approach, of growing addltiona~ forage and providing freestanding water, is being used
successfully on the endangered peninsular pronghom (Antdocapw amer~canapeni~lsz~laris) m Baja,
Mexico (Cancino et al. 2000, Gnalda et al. 2000). With the increased nutrition, one doe gave birth to
triplets this year in Mexico (Jorge Cancino, pers. cornm. 2000)

The 10 proposed plots were selected from areas the Sonoran pronghom have repeatedly used during
the last five years, documented using radio-telemetry data. The plots are also in areas of sandy soils,
which are more conducive to forage growth and persistence. Tevis (1958a) found that the onset of
wilting and drying of ephemeral forage was delayed two weeks in areas of sandy dunes compared to
adj scent flats with heavier soils.

The approach is to duplicate conditions existing within the South Tactical Rang-e (STAC) on the
Barry M. Goldwater Range where there has been disturbance of soil and vegetation along roads, in
the wcinity of bomb targets, and in parhcular around a small volcanic hdl known as HE Hill.
Sonoran pronghom are attracted to HE Hill to take advantage of the improved forage conditions and
periodic fi-eewater that 1s available there.

A total of 1,983 acres (8.03 kmz) within the Barry M. Goldwater Range maybe affected by this
project. Eight of the 10 plots are 1 square kilometer m size (247 acres)[100 hectares], which is the
size of the preferred areas used by pronghom on the STAC. Two of the 10 plots would be strips 500
meters long by approximately 30 meters wide (0.015 Icmz) and wouId be located adj scent and
parallel to existing roads.

Wlthm each plot, a combination of habitat manipulation strategies would occur based on the
characteristics of the site and logistics:

Creosote Removal Creosote (Lm-rea b-identata) shrubs wouId be thinned on the plots. A hand-
carried propane torch would be used to selectively bum individual plants. No heavy equipment
would be used. Brown andMirmich(1986) found that creosote is poorly adapted to relatively low
intensity fire as evidenced by limited sprouting and reproduction following burning.

The thinning of the creosote would reduce plant competition for water (both rainfall and artificial
water), allow additional forb production, as well as increase openness. Creosote would not be
removed aIong desert washes or on desert pavement terraces. Creosote woukf%ot be removed in
areas where they are already sparse. Creosote shrubs, which have other species of perennial plants
growing within their base, would not be burned. Creosote would only be thinned in areas with sandy
soils. In order to reduce visual impacts, no creosote shrubs would be removed within 100 feet of
existing roads. Where cultural resources are found, no creosote shrubs wouId be removed within a
buffer area, the size of which would be determined by an archeologist. See Figure 2 for an example
of how the different project components would be arranged on the plots.

Irrigation WeHs. After obtaining appropriate well permits horn the Arizona Department of Water
Resources, three irrigation wells would be installed in the vicinity of the plots. While the depth to
groundwater is unknown in the vicinity of the plots, based on established wells in other parts of the
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aquifer, is estimated to lie less than 400 feet below the ground surface (BGS). Ground water could
be encountered in the Dateland area at 150-200 feet EWS or less, and well yields of 150-200
gallons/mmute are possible. Ground water in the wcinity of the plots could be encountered at depths
less than 100 feet, but the clayey gravels above compacted clayey gravels or hard pan, that are likely
to be the water source, would produce highly variable yields. Water quantity (well production) and
quality, including salinity and heavy metals, would be tested to establish suitability before use. Each
well would serve two or three of the plots. One well would serve Mohawk Pass and Mohawk Dune
plots, one would serve the three Granite Mountain plots, and one would serve the Point of the Pmtas
plots Well yields in the vicinity of the plots could vary from less than 10 gaIlons/minute to the,
unhkely, maximum of 150-200 gallons per minute. In either case, such yields would not support the
volume necessary to spray-irrigate a 1.8-acre plot and an appropriately sized storage tank would be
required. The hardware at each well site would include the weHhead, a water storage tank and
whatever piping, pumps, power sources and associated equipment are stored onsite between
lmgation episodes.

Water Truck. The three Aztec Hills plots would be served by water trucks hauling the water from
the nearest canal or other appropriate water source. Water would be stored at each of the plots, using
aboveground storage tanks. Water would then be pumped from the storage tanks to the aboveground
sprinkler system Preliminary permission to pump water from the WeIlton-Mohawk Irrigation and
Drainage canals has been granted.

Water Sprinkler Application. The water would be pumped fi-om the ground using a submersible
pump and delivered to each of the plots using a PVC pipe system. A trailer-mounted generator
would be used to power the submersible pumps. An aboveground sprkdder system would be used to
apply water to the plots. This method of irngatlon would produce a light spray of water, which
would deeply penetrate the soiL This would also reduce soil erosion from water runoff and would
prevent seeds/seedlings from being washed out of the soil. During the winter months, a total of
approximately five inches of water (simulating five inches of rain) would be sprinkled onto each
piot. Water would be apphed m the fall beginning when mght temperatures drop below 70° F. This
water would be sufficient to encourage the germination and growth of winter annuals. Desert soik
contain an adequate seed bank to support germination of a variety of p~ants. The plants would be
sustained into the late spring and early summer with periodic applications of additional water.

The irrigated area would be approximately 7,500 square meters in size (1.85 acres) per plot. A total
of 18.5 acres would be watered on the 10 plots combined. To improve the germination of seeds
already present in the soil, the ground surface would be lightly raked to a depth of approximately one
inch (2.5 cm) by hand using a garden rake prior to the first application of water. Irrigation would
generally be accomplished at night when evaporative loss would be minimized and pronghom would
be the least likely to be disturbed. Human disturbance would not take place when pronghorn are
present.

Water would be applied fi-equently enough to keep the annual plants alive as long as possible while
pronghom are in the area or until summer rains reheve the need for watering. Initially, the soil
would be kept moist for 14 to 21 days until the seeds that are in the soil germi~ate. Watering will
taper off during the winter to about once/month after the seeds have established. Watering may
become more fi-equent in May/June when temperatures rise and humidity drops to keep the plants
alive. In the summer, most annual plants would go to seed and die even if the watering continues.
Continued watering would maintain the growth of perennial plants and grasses. This germination
and watering strategy was recommended by Michelle Rauscher of the Desert Botanical Garden in
Phoenix; Kim Baker of the &izona Sonoran Desert Museum in Tucso~ and Rita Anthony,
horticulturist with Wild Seed.

Given ampIe rains from late season storms, vegetative and reproductive growth of annual plants can
continue for extended periods, and some annuals can “perennate” and live for two years (Forseth et
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aI. 1984). Tevis (1958) found that when two inches of water was sprinkled orI a dying population of
mature ephemeral plants, all living individuals revived comp~etely and resumed extensive growth
and flowering.

Native seeding. If there are areas within the sprinkled plots where natural germination has not
produced enough forage, seeding cou~d be used. Seeds of native pIants would be hand collected
Iocally (on the Barry M. Goldwater Range]. No seeds would be purchased. A garden rake would be
used to produce a favorabIe seedbed, seeds would be applied by hand, and the sprin.khng of water
continued. Native seeds could be collected tlom: desert marigold (Baz7eya spp.), gIobemallow
Splzaeralcea spp.), buckwheat (Ermgomwz spp.) or other herbaceous forage. Seeding would not take
place outside of the area where water was being apphed by sprinkling.

The water system would encourage the growth and increase the moisture content of native perennials
such as wire lettuce (Stephanowzerza spp .), silverbush Agythamzia [D~taXLY]spp.), and range ratany
(Krameriz grayi). These plants are common within the plots. These perennial plants sustain
pronghom when annual forage is not available, and given additional water they would remain green
and more palatable for longer periods.

Freestanding water. Freestanding water assists pronghom in digesting high-protein forage. It is
known that prong-horn can go without freestanding water when forage succulence is about 70% water
(Beale and Smith 1970). However, in hot weather, even If forage succulence is above average, fawn
surwval is negatively affected by a lack of water (Beale and HoImgren 1975). At five of the forage
enhancement plots (Mohawk Pass, Mohawk Dune, Granite Mountains #1, Aztec Hills #l, and Point
of the Pintas #1 ), a temporary suppIy of fi-ee-standing water would be available to pronghom during
the times that pronghom are using the plots and water is beneficial for fawn survival. The water
would be stored underground in a single length of buried PVC pipe, 24 inches in dmrneter and 21
feet in length (See Figure 3). The pipe would have a capacity of 490 gallons. The pipe would be
filled with well water delivered through a smaller pipe and would be connected to a 30 inch-deep
walk-in drinker. The entire system would be buried 30 inches in the ground. There would be a valve
between the PVC pipe and the walk-in trough allowing the system to be turned off.

Camping/Staging Areas. Participants in the burning, well installation, sprinkler set-up and
tempora~ water pIacement would camp at or near the project sites, which would be expected to take
three to four days for each site (See Appendix B - Anticipated Work Schedule). A campsltelstaging
area would be designated and marked with survey flagging in order to minimize the impact of
vehicles and human tiampling. The campsite/staging areas would be convenient to each proposed
project plot or group of plots. Previously disturbed sites wouId be used, if available. If more than
five participants are expected, a portable chemical toilet (port-a-pottie) would be placed in the
camping/staging area. The Camping/staging areas would not be located in wilderness.
Camping/staging areas would be raked out by hand, using a garden rake, prior to departing the site.

Funding. The proposed action would be funded predominantly by Luke AFB and implemented

principally by the AGFD. InitiaI finds ($350,000) were transferred horn Luk~AFB to the
AGFD to prepare the research proposal, the environmental assessment, and begin
implementation if the project is approved. The BLM also contributed staff time for preparation
of the environmental assessment and $40,000 for implementation.

The total $390,000 is sufficient to fund the proposed forage enhancements for approximately two
years. These funds are not irreversible if the project does not proceed the finds can be
withdrawn and reprogrammed for other purposes. The Air Force would continue to fund the
project in the future. MCAS Yuma has programmed fiture finds for this project, and BLM may
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continue contributing to the effort.

Monitoring of resdts. The five hypotheses would be tested according to the monitormg plan (see
Appendix A-Hypotheses Testing and Monitoring).

Participants. Personnel that participate in the projects would primarily be composed of AGFD,
LAFB, MCAS, USFWS, and BLM employees. Additional participants from the public could
volunteer and could include members of the Friends of Cabeza Pneta, The Wilderness Society, The
International Sonoran Antelope Foundation, Desert Wildlife Unlim~ted, Arizona Wddlife Federation,
Arizona Antelope Foundation and Defenders of Wildlife There are existing Cooperative
Agreements between therAGFD and other involved groups. Members of the Sonoran Pronghom
Recovery Implementation Team could also participate.

Project Success. The project would be determined to be successfi.d if more fawns survive the first
summer within the treated areas compared to control areas outside the project area (such as on the
Cabeza Pneta NWR).

Project Duration. The overall project duration would be seven years. The project would enhance
forage conditions for pronghom, and is designed to improve fawn sumwal and increase the
population to a point where pronghom could be translocated mto new areas outside of their current
range (Recovery Plan Step 2). The precise locations for translocated pronghom would be determined
by the Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Team and m subsequent environmental documents.

Enhancement of forage resources couId be discontinued following successful introduction of
pronghom into historic habitat, or when It is shown that the forage enhancement efforts are not
effectwe. The decision to discontinue forage enhancement efforts would be made by the Sonoran
Pronghom Recovery Team.

At the completion of the project, the three wells would be left in place and capped using
conventional well-capping techniques.

B. Altematlve B.

In this alternative, 10 forage enhancement pIots would be considered in the same Iocatlons as
described in Alternative A, as well as five additional sites as shown in Table 2 and ~igure 3, for a
total of 15 plots. Creosote thinning would take place according to the specifications given in
Alternative A, and would cover a total of 11.06 lcn-?. Instead of drilling irrigation wells, water wouId
be hauled to all the plots using water trucks. Water trucks would be used to fill storage tanks located
at each of the enhancement plots.

Water would be pumped from the water storage tanks to a sprinkler system as described in
Alternative A to imgate a portion of each of the 15 plots. The irrigated area wou~d be approximately
1.85 acres per plot, for a total of 27.8 acres covered in the water-sprinkling program in this
alternative. Water would be hauled horn the nearest large water source (canal or well), and irrigation
would generally be accomplished at night when evaporative loss would be minimized and pronghom
are the least likely to be disturbed. Water would not be supplied to storage tanks by truck when
pronghom are present in the area.

Preliminary permission for the acquisition of water has been received fi-om the WelIton-Mohawk
Irrigation and Drainage District. Water acquisition would result from a contractor agreement with
the irrigation district. Only suitable water sources would be used; water would not be drawn from
salt or other agricukural drains.
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Four additional freestanding water systems would be installed (Mohawk Drag Road East, South
Aguila, Central San Cristobal, and Mohawk Valley) for a total of nine. It IS anticipated that two
additional camping/stagmg areas would be used if this alternative is implemented The additional
sites would be in the vicinity of the Central San Cristobal and South Aguila plots The participants
and the monitoring of the hypotheses would be the same as described in Alternative A and in
Appendix A.

C. No Action Alternative.

No habitat manipulations for Sonoran pronghom would occur at this time on the Barry M. Goldwater
Range. Sonoran pronghom in the area would continue to be dependent upon the existing water
sources and forage conditions, which in turn, depend on rainfall. Other opportunities to improve
habitat and recover the Sonoran pronghom would remain, but would not be undertaken at this time.

D. Altematlves Considered But Rejected.

1. Cabeza Prieta iVatlonal Wildlije Refuge

An alternative was considered where three of the forage enhancement plots were considered within
the non-wilderness portion of Cabeza Prieta NWR. USFWS requested that this alternative not be
considered until completion of the Cabeza Pneta Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) Forage
enhancement plots may be considered in the future on the refige.

2. Tactical Range

An alternative was considered where forage enhancement plots would be placed on the tactical
ranges within BMGR. This alternative was rejected because plots are intended to duphcate features
that already em.t on the tactical range. Pronghorn use of plots on the tactical range could potentially
be incidental, with other features attracting animals to the area. Wlnle the forage enhancement plots
are intended to supplement forage needs, they wouId also hkely affect distribution during critical
seasons. To mm-ease the attraction of pronghom to the tactical range would present no advantage to
the evaluation of the proj ect and would increase the chance that human actmty may affect indnndual
pronghom.

3. Fewer Plots

An alternative was considered where only three or four of the forage enhancement pIots would be
created. Thk alternative was rejected because reducing the number of plots greatly reduces the
likelihood that Sonoran pronghom would actually discover the plots and recur any corresponding
benefits. Fewer plots would also make it more difficult to adequately test the hypotheses.

4. Free Water Only
.

An alternative was considered where free water would be provided at each of 10 plots, but no efforts
would be made to provide additional forage for pronghom. This alternative was rejected since it is
most hkely the availability of forage that is limiting the survival of pronghom fawns in the late
spring and early summer, rather than water at this time of the year.

5. Forage Enhancement Only

An alternative was considered where efforts would be made to provide additional forage for
pronghom at each of the 10 plots. However, no effort would be made to provide free water. This
alternative was rejected since free water assists the pronghom in digesting high-protein forage.
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6. Creosote Bummg Only

An alternative was considered where efforts would be made to bum creosote bushes on 10 forage
enhancement plots without lmplementmg any of the other project measures The same methods to
bum creosote would be used as described in the proposed alternative This alternative was rejected
because it would take too long to be effect.lve Additional forage for the pronghom would develop
based on available rainfall. This a~temative fails to Immediately address the needs of the pronghom
with regard to forage availabihty, and also fails to address the benefits of flee water on the digestion
of forage.

7. Art$cial Feeding Program

& alternative was considered where the pronghom would be prowded alfalfa hay or hay pellets in
severaI areas. This alternative was considered, but rejected since hay or pellets are generally very
dry and would not provide the animals with moist forage. It is also unhkeIy that alfalfa or pellets
would be found easily by pronghom since they are not a natural food. This alternative also fails to
address the benefits of free water to pronghom.

8. Cholla PIantmg Program

An alternative was considered where chainfruit cholla wouId be planted in suitable sites on the
BMGR m order to increase their availability for pronghom. This alternative was rejected since
chainfi-uit cholla provides little m the way of nutrition, but does provide needed moisture. This
alternative fails to address the need of the pronghom fawns to have moist, nutntious food during the
critical period after weaning.

The distribution of chainfi-uit cholla on the BMGR suggests that it has had an opportunity to spread
over the years, but is restricted to a few areas with appropriate soil and moisture condltlons It is
further suspected that efforts to estabIish new populations of chainfruit cholla }vould not be
successful.

9. Ak ChinFarming Techniques

Ak Chin farming techniques were considered in the draft EA as a way of directing some of the
rainwater that falls on the desert pavement terraces into areas where increased pIant growth could
occur. It was determined that Ak Chin farming techniques could only be applied m those areas that
are on the outwash plains, or bajadas, of the desert mountain ranges. Because they have such limited
applicability within the area that Sonoran pronghom use on the BMGR, this a~temative was rej ected.

111. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A. Soils. The proposed project sites are all located in inter-mountain basins, or desert flats. The
soils in-se areas are highly variabIe depending on the parent rock, Tut are primarily
unconsolidated alluvium composed of sand, silt, clay and gravel.

B. Vegetation. Vegetation at each of the proposed project sites is typical of the “creosote flats”
in this region, and includes creosote (Lawea triderztata),white bursage (Ambrosia dzmosa), big
galleta (Pleuraphis [Hdaria] rigida), teddy bear cholla (Opmfia bigeloviz), buckhom cholla (0.
acantlzocarpa), brittlebush (Eneeha farinosa), ironwood (Ohzeya fe.sots), desert lavender (Hy@is
enzo~i), foothiU and blue paloverde (Cercidizm microphylkn and C’.floridum,respective~y). A few
saguaro cactus (Cereus giganteu.s)also maybe found in the general area.

.-

10



C. Wildlife. There N a diverse variety of wiIdlife species on the Barry M. Goldwater Range.
The species that occupy the range are primardy those that are common to the mountains and bajadas
of the Sonoran Desert. This includes, but is not limited to, white-winged and moummg doves
(Zemuda a.wmcaand Z. macrowa, respectively), numerous perching birds, red-taded hawks (Buteo
~amaicensw}, desert bighorn sheep (Ovi.s canademzs), desert mule deer (OdocoJeu.s hemlonus
croola), desert cottontads (S’lvzkzgu.s audubom), coyotes (Can is lalrans), ringtails (Baswmscus
astutus), gray foxes (Urocyon cmereoargenteus), round-tailed ground squirrels (Cztellus
teretzcaudu.s), western diamondback rattlesnakes (Crotaks L&ox], kingsnakes (Lampropehs
getuhs), side-blotched lizards (Uta stansburiana), and western whiptail lizards (Cnem idophom.s
tlb~is).

D. Threatened and Endangered Wildlife and Plants. No federally designated threatened or
endangered species, other than Sonoran pronghom, are known to occur within the proposed project
sites. Several proposed pIots are wlthm 50 miles of known lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris
curasoae yerbahenae) roost sites (Bluebird Mine, OPCNM). 13LM designated the Copper, Gila,
and Mohawk Mountains as Category 3 Sonoran desert tortoise (Gophenu aegises) habitat. The
Sonoran Desert population of the desert tortoise is not listed by the USFWS, but IS on the AGFD
proposed list of Wildlife of Special Concern.

Rare plant inventories of the BMGR have failed to d~scover any listed plants within the project areas
(Eakle and Smith 1988).

E. Land Use and Ownership. The project sites within the Barry M. GoIdwater Range are on
lands admimstered by the Yuma and Phoenix Field Offices, BLIvL Four of the project plots lie
within the portion primarily used by the MCAS, while the balance Iie within the area primarily used
by LAFB, Glendale.

Recent leglslatlon, the NatlonaI Defense Authonzatlon Act of 1999, wII1transfer the natural resource
management responsibdity on the BMGR fi-om the BLM to LAFB and MCAS. Land activities on
the BMGR include military training and practice, as well as authorized recreation use by the pubhc.
Public wsitation is provided through a wsitor permit system.

The project area receives traffic by peopIe crossing the International Border ilIegaIly and dnvmg and
waking into the Umted States. Some of the vehicle routes, which cross the Cabeza Prieta NWR
Wilderness and the BMGR, recewe traffic by undocumented immigrants.

F. Cultural Resources. An archeological clearance was conducted at all of the project sites
proposed under AItematlve A. Two archaeological sites found were recommended as eligible for the
National Register of Historic PIaces (NRHP) under Criterion d, for their potential to yield
information on the topics of chronology, settlement, trade routes and organization of exchange,
cultural affiliation and ethnic boundaries. An additional 54 (52 on the fir Force plots, 2 on the
Marine pIots) isolated occurrences were found. The isolated occurrences have good inte=tity
however, beyond their locations and nature, they do not appear to contribute add$ional information
(see Appendix C - Cultural Resource Survey Summaries).

G. Climate and Air Quality. The project sites are located where the average annual precipitation
is approximately four to five inches. Most of this rainfall occurs in the winter. The annuaI
temperature extremes range flom 32° F to 120° F. Air quality is usually excellent except when high
winds stir Up dust.

H. Topography and Soils. The proposed project sites are on the bajadas (outwash slopes) or
within the valleys surrounding the Mohawk, Sierra Pinta, Growler, Aguila, and Crater Mountains.
The projects are proposed in soils that are unconsolidated alluvium, composed of sand, silt, clay, and
gravel.
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1. Visual Resources. All of the project sites located on the Barry M. Goldwater Range are within
areas which have recewed interim desig-nation as Visual Resources Management Class HI. Final
classes are to be developed in the fiture. The level of change within a Class 111Vlsual Resources
Management area should be moderate It may attract the attention, but should not dominate the view
of the casual observer. Any changes should repeat the basic elements of form, hne, color, and
texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.

J. Recreation. Most of the recreational activity on the Goidwater Range occurs in the fall,
winter, and spring months. Recreational hiking and hunting occurs in porhons of the BMGR.
Visitors may access the areas that are open to public entry by obtaining a single permit which covers
the easternmost portion of the BMGR (Areas A and B), the westemportion of the BMGR (MCAS)
and the Cabeza Prieta NWR.

The most popular destinations on the BMGR are the Camino de~Diablo, Fortuna Mme and Tinajas
Altas. The AGFD usually issues approximately four desert bighorn sheep hunting pen-nits annually
for this portion of BMGR (Gala Mountains - 1; Tinajas Altas - 1; Copper/Mohawk - 1 or 2.
Approximately seven desert blghom sheep hunting permits are issued annually for the Cabeza Prieta
NW’R. There is also some quail hunting on the BMGR and on pubhc and State lands north of the
BMGR.

Only two of the proposed forage enhancement s~tes described in the proposed action are Iocated in
areas where there is some recreational use (Point of the Pmtas #l and #2). The remammg eight s~tes
are wlthm the portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range where pubhc access 1s not usually
authorized. Under Altematlve B, five of the proposed forage enhancement plots are located in areas
where there is permitted pubhc use (Point of the Pmtas #1, Point of the Pmtas /+2, Mohawk Drag
Road West and East, and Mohawk Valley).

K. Water, Surface and Ground. No perennial springs or streams exist m the ~mmediate project
area Ephemeral washes provide the surface drainage system for storm runoff Groundwater on the
BMGR hes within the Lower Glla Hydrologic Basin. Most groundwater development has occurred
in the broad alluvial plains that border the Gila River. There are discontinuous Ienses of
groundwater throughout the sands and gravels m the alluvial plains that border the Gila River Valley.
Groundwater levels vary horn 19 to 50 feet deep near the Gila River to as deepas415 feet in the

adjacent alluvlal plains. In the upgradlent, intermountam valleys where the plots are plarmed, the
alluvmm contains perched systems at depths less than 100 feet BGS. These systems in loose or ‘less
cemented’ gravels overlying compacted clayey gravels or hardpan, yield water of variable quantities
and quality. Deeper wells, with depths of 200 and 300 feet, have supplied ground water in the past in
the upgradient valleys, but they are now dry or destroyed and stratigraphic information was never
documented.

A total of 3,837,000 acre-feet of ground water was pumped in the eastern part of the Lower Gila
Hydrologic Basin fiorn 1940 to 1984. The estimated recoverable predevelopment groundwater in
this porhon of the basin was 17,000,000 acre-feet. Groundwater in the proje~-area is recharged
primarily by the flow of ephemeral washes, infiltration into the alluvium and percolation to the
ground water. Low rainfall and high evapotranspiration rates results in direct precipitation providing
negligible recharge.

In the State of Arizona, areas not located within the boundaries of an Active Management Area
(AMA) or a Non Expansion Area (INA) are governed by the doctrine of reasonable use, in which a
landowner may pump as much grotmdwater horn his property as required for the reasonable use of
the property. The BMGR is not located within an AMA or INA and the rules for ground water
appropriation on the BMGR are therefore governed by the doctrine of reasonable use. New and
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exlstmg wells must be registered with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) (1980
Groundwater Code) and installed under drilling standards estabhshed by the ADWR.

L. Invaswe, Non-native Species. Within the project area, several exotic plants have become
established in the last 50 years. These pkmts include Mediterranean grass (Schzsinus bcwbatw),
Sahara mustard (Brasszca tourne~ozwtu), and buffelgrass (Pennisetwn dare). Of these plants,
Mediterranean grass has been established the longest. Sahara mustard has only become estabhshed
in the last 10 years. Sonoran pronghorn are known to eat small amounts of all of these plants, if they
are avadable, Buffelgrass is not known to inhabit the project area, but can be found on Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monument and some parts of the BMGR.

M. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. One of the plots in the proposed action (Mohawk
Dune) lies partly within the 113,000-acre Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes Area of Cntlcal
Environmental Concern (ACEC). In Alternative B, a second plot (Mohawk Drag Road East) lies
within this ACEC. The management prescriptions for this area are described in the Lower Gda
South Resource Management Plan - Goldwater Amendment. One of the purposes of the ACEC is to
maintain habitat for Sonoran pronghom.

N. Native American Cultural Concerns LAFB contacted each of the Native American tribes
during the month of February 2000 in order to detemune if any Traditional Cultural Places or other
areas or objects of concern are within the project area. A comment letter received from the Tohono
O’odham Tribe states that pronghom are important to the Tohono O’odham. All of the tribes were
contacted by telephone during the spring and summer but no others had any comment.

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter contains the analysls of probable impacts to the human environment that would result
from the proposed alternatives for forage enhancement. It also contains the analysis of probable
cumulative impacts; impacts that would result from other ongoing and reasonably foreseeable
ictwltles associated with the alternatives.

The following assumptions were made m the impact analysls.

o Direct impacts are those that would occur on or directly adjacent to the proposed plots and
related systems/activities.

o Indirect impacts are those that would occur off of the proposed plot systems.
o Qualitative terms ~re used to describe the probable ma=titude of Impacts and the anticipated

importance of the nnpact to the human enwronrnent. The terms “major,” “moderate,” “minor,”
“negligible” and “no impact” describe ma=mitude. “SiPtificant,” “potentlal to become
si=wificant,” and “insi=wificant” describe the importance of Impacts. Impacts are assumed to be
insignificant unless otherwise identified.

The following critical impact categories/resources have been analyzed and would not be irnpactedby
Alternative A (proposed action), Alternative B, or the No Action Alternative: ‘z

1) Wilderness
2) Wastes, Hazardous and Solid
3) Prime and Unique Farmland
4) Water Quality (Surface and Ground)
5) Wild and Scenic Rivers
6) Wetlands/Riparian Zones
7) Floodplains
8) Environmental Justice



A. Impacts of the Proposed ActIon. (Alternative A).

1). Soils and Vegetation - Soil and vegetation disturbance would occur m each of the areas
outside of the desert washes and desert pavement terraces. The area of disturbance would vary
between each of the 10 project sites, but would be less than 247 acres total for each of the 1 km’
plots

Burning of creosote would require foot traffic overmuch of the plot but negligible soil disturbance.
Due to lack of adequate fine fuels (grasses and dried herbaceous matter) between shrubs, burning
individually selected plants is not likely to result in escape of fire nor negatively impact the integrity
of the community (i.e. no negative impacts to soils, vegetation, or water resources).
The arrangement of sprinkler systems and pipes, wells, water tanks, and free-standing water would
disturb about 1.8 acres per plot, for a total of 185 acres for the 10 plots combined. The temporary
disturbance of one to one and one half acres would occur during well drilling and development for
each well. Equipment maintenance and the operation of pumpmg equipment during an irrigation
episode would require the use of access roads. The number of trips would vary in accordance with
equipment maintenance needs and rainfall, but could be 20 trips per plot during the late spring/early
summer season. Vehicle trips on the unimproved access roads result in dusty conditions during the
travel and deposition of dust on adjacent vegetation.

The dehvery of water to the storage taik for the Aztec Hills #l, #2, and #3 plots using a water truck
would require driving down the access roads repetitively The actual number of trips would vary
depending on the cunent soil conditions and rainfall, but could be expected to be at least 10 trips per
plot per late sprirqjearly summer season. It is expected that the water trucks would raise dust on the
existing roads so that adjacent bushes along the road become dusty.

The burial of the temporary free-water systems can be expected to disturb an arez of approximately
35 feet by 10 feet to a depth of 30 inches (for each system). The installation of these systems would
be accomplished by hand or with a small backhoe. The soil surface would be returned to ongmal
contour after installation of the system and vegetation would be allowed to re-estabhsh over the
water system. Native perennial plants may be re-seeded in the area to speed restoration. It usually
takes several years for desert vegetation to become re-estabhshed.

If the project N not found to be successful or is no longer needed, the underground water systems
would be removed and native perennial plants would be allowed to re-establish. The re-
estabhshment of perennial plants would be facilitated by the uneven boundary of the project sites and
their proximity to undisturbed areas, which wouId act as a seed source.

There would bean additional disturbance to an area of about two acres total for the entu-e project for
camping(staging areas. These would lie along the existing roads leading to or within each of the
project sites where the camping and equipment staging area would be located. This impact is
expected to be slight, contained within the area established for this project, and in previously
established camping areas.

The Agencies conclude that impacts to soils and vegetation associated with Alternative A would be
minor in the short and long terms.

2). WiIdIife - The establishment of disturbed areas with increased forage production and
water for Sonoran pronghom could attract other species of wildlife as well, including rabbits,
rodents, coyotes, painted lady butterfly caterpillars, and seed-eating birds.

A temporary displacement of wildlife at each of the sites during construction as a result of human
activity is expected.

---
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European honeybees would likely make use of the new water, just as they do with any water
(mcludmg sma~l rainwater puddles) in the area. FeraI European honeybees are already well
estabhshed in southwestern Arizona.

Predators There has been concern expressed in the past about attracting small predators to either
the artificial water sources or to increased prey densities fi-om the rodents and rabbits hkely to be on
or near the forage plots. Predators (foxes, coyotes, and bobcats) are not uncommon throughout the
BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR and surrounding areas, including areas without free water.

IQt foxes ( VuIpes macrotzk) and less commonly gray foxes (Umcyon cuzereoargerzteus) inhabit the
project area. Foxes are independent of ileestanding water (Golightly 1984); therefore, their
distribution and abundance may be influenced by, but not dependent on, water. Foxes could become
more common in the project areas due to increased small mammal prey species on the forage plots.
However, foxes, due to then- small size and preference for altematwe smaller prey, are not
considered predators of either adult or favm pronghom.

Shaw noted the abundance and wide distribution of bobcats on the BMGR (Shaw et al. 1988).
Bobcats generally prefer washes and rougher terrain than the proposed forage plots. In addition,
bobcats are territorial and are not expected to increase or alter them distribution m response to
increased smaIl mammals at the pIots. Resident bobcats could ambush and kill fawns or adults, but
this threat is no more hkely with or without forage enhancements, and the openness created by
throning the creosote should reduce this risk.

Coyotes also inhabit the project area. Little physiological work exists for coyotes, aIthough they are
frequently observed great distances from available water In general, it appears that these predator
populations are independent of water. Densities of coyotes could increase in response to increase
small mammal prey at the forage plots. Because of the abundance of smalI prey, coyotes would not
likely form packs at this time of the yeaq single coyotes generally cannot kill adult pronghom.
AGFD personnel have observed Sonoran pronghom and coyotes together at a water source on the
tactical range. In these instances, pronghom dominated the coyotes and caused them to leave the
area. Coyotes are effective predators of young fawns to about 3 weeks of age If coyote predation on
fawns or adults at the plots becomes substantial, alternatives such as lethal removal, non-lethal
removal or discontinuing the plots would be evaluated at that time.

Mountain lions exist in very low densities on the BMGR. Their prefened habitat 1srough ten-am and
thick cover and their main prey is deer. It is unlikely that mountain lions would encounter the plots,
because the plots are in flat terrain with fairly open vegetation.

AGFD inspects over 250 wildlife water catchments in southwestern Arizona on a frequent basis
during the summer. Each year, an average of seven predator kills are recorded at the catchments.
Most of these are noted at water catchments that have been placed in or near areas of thick
vegetation. Predator kills have not been documented in the vicinity of any of the water sources used
by wildlife in the western portion of the Goldwater Range. The proposed free-standing water and
forage enhancements would be located in open habitat not conducive to am15@h, wkch would
minimize a predator’s advantage at the catchment.

The availability of free-standing water and increased forage in new Iocations during the late
springlearly summer would likely have little to no long-term effect on the population levels or
distribution of coyotes, fox, nongarue mammals, or nongame birds based on the investigations
conducted by Smith and Henry (1985) and 13urkett and Thompson (1994).

Recognizing that there are gaps in the information available and some contradiction in the literature,
there stiIl is convincing evidence that the availabihty of flee water benefits wildlife populations.
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Traditionally, freestanding water has been considered the primary limltmg factor for desert game
species m Arizona. This continues to be the consensus among many wildlife speciahsts.

Competztor,s. Desert bighorn sheep are not expected to make use of the free-standmg water or forage
proposed in this project since they would not be located m areas or habitats tradltlonaliy used by
desert bighorn sheep. Potential competition from desert mule deer was considered but determmed to
be unlikely. Mule deer typically inhabit washes and bajada habitats, and are less likely to be m open
creosote flats, especially in dry seasons/years. Mule deer maybe in the areas of the plots in winter,
but due to their greater demand for water (than pronghom), they wdl have moved to other locations
with permanent water prior to the pronghorn waters being activated in mid-late summer.

Disease. According to blood tests fl-om Sonoran pronghom captured during radio-collaring efforts,
they have been exposed to bluetongue virus, epizootic hemorrhagic ihsease, and to a lesser extent,
leptospirosis. The blood tests suggest that the pronghom were exposed and either never developed
clinical disease or they were clinicaI and recovered.

Leptospirosis is a water-borne disease; the organisms survive in surface waters for extended periods
Infection is acquired fi-om skin or mucous membrane contact with urine, and to a lesser extent, by
retake of unne-contammated feed or water.

Bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic d~sease are closely related, non-contagious, insect-
transmitted, viral diseases of cattle, sheep, goats, and wild rummants. AH ewdence of trans-species
spread of these diseases has been from domestic livestock to wildhfe. OccaslonaI mortahty has been
reported in mule deer and pronghom from epizootic hemorrhagic disease, and high antibody
prevalence indicates that most infected ammals surwve the infection. There have been no reports of
epizootic hemorrhagic disease outbreaks in the southwestern United States (Hoff and Trainer 1981).

BIuetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease are both spread by the biting midge, Cuhcoides spp
Epizootlcs of bluetongue and eplzootlc hemorrhagic disease have generally occurred m the late
summer and earIy fall. Both diseases are associated with wet weather and most eplzootlcs have been
m moist, low-lying areas. The fact that many Sonoran pronghom have been exposed to bluetongue
and eplzootic hemorrhagic disease shows that Cultcoides ex~sk within prorghom range and the
required living conditions for C’uLcodes occurs naturally. These areas are most likely low-lying
clay-bottom playas, which hold water for extended periods after summer rains.

By having water in concrete-lined water troughs and only having water available during the hot
summer, the risk of pronghom contracting any of these diseases should not greatly increase since
free-standing waters and the forage plots would not be created in moist, low-lying areas. Pronghom
very hkely would not be using these areas in the late summer and fall when the diseases generally
occur.

Blood samples from Sonoran pronghom show low vitamin levels, which suggest poor nutrition prior
to the time the samples were collected. Providing increased nutritional forage should outweigh
potential risks of disease. In addition, well-fed, hydrated animals are better=~quipped to fight
infection fi-om disease.

3). Threatened and Endangered Species - The proposed project is expected to increase
forage quantity and quality for Sonoran pronghom during the late spring and early summer months.
Fawn sumival is expected to increase resulting in recruitment of more fawns each year into the
population. The addition of free water during these critical periods is expected to allow the Iactating
does to continue to produce miIk for their young, thereby increasing their survival. Healthy, welLfed
and hydrated pronghom are more resistant to disease, are more alert to and able to outrun predators,
and are better able to withstand disturbances.
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Burning of creosote, well drilling, sprinkler set-up, and the installation of free-stanchng water would
be done during the times of the year (faH, early winter) when Sonoran pronghom are not likely to be
using the plot areas. The project areas would bewsuallys cannedpriorto any work to avoid
pronghom disturbance. The use of a sprinkler system and wells would reduce the amount of noise
ffom vehicles. Appendix B contains an anticipated work schedule.

Every effort would be made to mirmmze disturbance to pronghom, however we beheve that any
accidental disturbance to indwidual pronghom would be temporary and would be offset by the
beneficial effects of the project.

Lesser long nosed bats are known to roost 50 miles away, near Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument. Since we would not be disturbing foraging habitat (saguaro and/or agave stands), there
would be no foreseeable effect on this species.

The Agencies conclude that the adverse impacts to wildlife associated with AItematwe A would be
negligible in the short and long terms.

4). Land Use and Ownership - No changes to land use or ownership would result from the
proposed action.

The Agencies conclude that there would be no Impacts to land use and ownership associated with
Alternative A.

5). Cultural Resources - A survey of cultural resources has been completed on the proposed
pIots. All cultural resources, including affiliated buffer zones, would be completely avoided by the
project. The size and shape of the buffer areas would be determmed by the archeologists.
Avoidance areas would be marked in a way that alIows those partic~pating in the project to easdy
avoid the areas while not attracting too much attention to the cultural resource sites

Since aIl cultural resources would be avoided, the Agencies conclude that the impacts to cultural
resources associated with Altematwe A would be negligible m the short and long terms.

6). Air QuaIity - The use of gas-powered tools and ve’mclesused to reach and implement the
proposed projects would produce small amounts of carbon monoxide emissions and dust. Au-borne
dust in the immediate area of creosote removal and the installation of the temporary free-water
systems would increase immediately after project construction, especially during periods of wind.
Burning of individual creosote shrubs can be expected to produce temporary smoke. This impact is
expected to be negligible. The movement of water trucks, maintenance vehicles and irrigation crew
vehicles on the existing dh-t roads would produce dust, which would remain in the air temporarily.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to air quality associated with Alternative A would be minor
in the short term and negligible in the long term.

7). Visual Resources - The desi=gnof the proposed project follows the gl+idelines for a Class
HI visual resources management area. Each forage enhancement area wotild have irregular
boundaries and wou~d be covered with annual forage. Later, when the annual forage plants have
dried up, their appearance would be a natural component of the landscape. Efforts would be made to
avoid creating any straight lines during creosote removal and to leave creosotes along the roads used
by the public.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to visual resources associated with Alternative A would be
negligible in the short and long ten-m.
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8). Recreation - Prowdmg water and forage for Sonoran pronghom during the late
spring/early sm-nrner is desiemed to increase the number of pronghom. This may not affect or may
very sIightly increase recreational use through additional wddlife viewing opportunities. Only two
of the proposed forage enhancement plots under Alternative A are in areas currently accessble to the
public (Point of the Pmtas #l and #2).

The Agencies conclude that the Impacts to recreation associated with Alternative A would be
negligible in the sho~ and long terns.

9). Water (Surface and Ground) - No effect to local surface water drainages or related
water sources is expected to result from the proposed action. The wells used to irrigate the plots
would use approximately 10-15 acre-feet of ground water each year, depending on rainfall.
Accordingtto the Arizona Department of Water Resources, the estimated available ,groundwater in
the San C’nstobal Valley portion of the Lower Gila Hydrologic Basin far exceeds the demands that
would be placed on it from the three proposed wells. The amount of water required to be hauled to
the three Aztec Hills plots is estimated at 2-3 acre-feet per year. This water would be available fi-om
the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage Dlstnct and other sources, and is not expected to
adversely impact other users or uses.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to surface and ground water associated with Alternative A
would be minor in the short term and none in the long term.

10). Invasive, Non-native Species - Numbers of Sahara mustard or buffelgrass plants may
increase in the areas where creosote removal is proposed to take place Sonoran pronghom are
known to eat smalI amounts of both plants. Sahara mustard maybe removed by hand wlthm the
watered areas. It would be cIear that Sahara mustard or buffeIgrass is competing with the native forbs
If the density of native forbs IS less within the plots than outside of the plots. Buffelgrass would be
ag~esslvely removed if found on the forage plots.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts from invasive, non-natwe species associated with
Altematwe A would be negligible m the short and long terms

11). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - One plot proposed in Akemative A
(Mohawk Dune) is partially within the Mohawk Mountain and Sand Dune ACEC. Establishment of
this plot would follow the guidelines for the management of this ACEC. Care would be taken to
soften the outline of the plots by avoid@ straight hnes. ExMmg roads would be used to access the
Point of the Pintas plots and the Mohawk Pass and Mohawk Dune plots, which follow the boundary
of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts on ACECS associated with Altematwe A would be
negligible in the short and long terms.

B. Impacts of Alternative B
---

1). Soils and Vegetation - Soil and vegetation disturbance within each of the 15 proposed
plots would be of the same type as in Alternative A, although the overall project area would increase
(from 8.03 km’ to 11.06 km’).

There would be dust associated with water hauling, and although the dust can be expected to
dissipate between trips, it would likely coat the shrubs near the roads. The actual number of trips
would vary depending on the current soil conditions and rainfall, but couId be expected to be at
about 10 trips per plot per year.

---
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The burial of the temporary fi-ee-water systems would disturb four more areas than m Alternative A
(from 1400 ft’to3150 ft’). The free-water system areas would lie within the overali project area of
11.06 km?. Two additional campingtstaging areas would disturb approximately two acres total in the
wcimty of the more remote Central San Chstobal and South Aguila plots.

The Agencies conclude that the Impacts to soils and vegetation associated with Altematwe B would
be minor m the short term and negligible in the long term.

2). Wildlife - The estabhshment of additional forage for Sonoran pronghorn under
Alternative B could be expected to have similar effects to other species of wildhfe, mcludmg
predators, as in Altematwe A.

3). Threatened and Endangered Species - The proposed project is expected to increase
forage quantity and quaIity for Sonoran pronghom as m Alternative A, and improve fawn survival
The establishment of 15 plots would increase the likehhood that Soncmm prorgfiom would discover
the forage enhancement plots.

Without the estabhshment of wells, the forage enhancement would tend to be more flexible in its
locatlons, aIlowing land and wddlife managers to easily evaluate alternative locations in the future.

The effects of Alternative B on pronghom use of the impact areas are expected to be the same as
AItemative A.

The Agencies conclude that the overall impacts of Alternate B are the same as those for Ahematlve
A.

4). Land Use and Ownership - No changes to land use or ownership would result from
Altematlve B.

The Agencies conclude that there are no impacts on kmd use and ownership associated with
Alternative B.

5). CulturaI Resources – Surveys for cultural resources would be expanded to cover the
larger area considered under Alternative B. Any cultural resources found would be avoided as weH,
therefore, the kinds of effects on cultural resources from Alternative B are the same as Alternative A

The Agencies conclude that the overall impacts of AItemative B are the same as those for Altematwe
A.

6). Air Quality - The increased use of water trucks proposed in Alternative B would
increase the amount of dust produced by the proposed proj ect. The dust produced by the project is
expected to be temporary and local. Other impacts to air quality would be the same as in Alternative
A.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts to air quality associated with Alternative-B would be minor
in the short term and negligible in.the long term.

7). VisuaI Resources - The design of the proposed project in Alternative B would follow the
same visual resource management guidelines as in Alternative A.

The Agencies conclude that Alternative B would have the same overall impacts on visual resources
as Alternative A.

19



8). Recreation – The Agencies conclude that the kinds of effects to recreation resources of
Altematwe B are expected to be the same as Alternative A. A totaI of five of the plots would lie m
the portion of the BMGR that is open to the public potentially making the project more obvious to
the visiting public.

9). Water (Surface and Ground) – Alternative B would not be expected to have impacts to
surface water drainage systems or related water sources in the project area. The amount of water
required for the plots in Alternative B is estimated to be 25-30 acre-feet per year, and would be
avadable from the WeHton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage Distrzct and other sources. No adverse
effect to local water sources or users would be expected to result from the proposed proj ect

The Agencies conclude that the Impacts on surface and ground water associated with Altematlve B
would be minor in the short term and none in the long term.

10). Invasive, Non-native Species - The Agencies conclude that the effects on invasive,
non-native species would be expected to be the same in Alternative B as in Altematlve A.

11). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - The estabhslunent of one forage
enhancement plot (Mohawk Drag Road East) within the Mohawk Mountain and Sand Dune ACEC,
and a second forage enhancement plot partly within the ACEC (Mohawk Dune), would follow the
guidelines established for the management of this ACEC. Bumin+ would be used to thin creosotes.
The temporary free-water systems would be established. Only exlstmg routes would be used when
watering the plot with the water truck. Care would be taken to soften the outhne of the plots by. . . . .
avoiding straight lines.

The Agencies conclude that the impacts on
neg~igi~le in the short and long terms.

C. Impacts of the No ActIon AItemative.

ACECS associated with Alternative B would be

1). Soils and Vegetation - No soil or vegetation would be disturbed as a result of this
alternative.

2). Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species - Wildlife would continue to use the
emstmg water sources and available forage.

Some of the objectives in the Lec?ngudla-Mohawk HabztafManagement Plan (1997), the Barry&f
Goldwater East Habitat Management Plan, and the Fma[ Revised Sonoi-an Prongkorn Recove~y
Plan (1998) would not be met. The wildlife objectives in the Yuma Districl Resource Management
Plan and Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan-GoIdwaterAmendment would not be met.
There would be a delay in meeting the objectives in the AGFD’s Wildhje 2000 Strategzc Plan (’1996-
2000).

3). Land Use and Ownership - None
%.

4). Cultural Resources – No impacts on cultural resources would occur.

5). Climate and Air Quality – The impacts on air quaIity described under the proposed
action would not occur.

6). Topography artd Soils – The impacts on topography and soils described under the
proposed action would not occur.

7). %%ual Resources – There would be no impacts to visual resources.
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8). Recreation -Theimpacts torecreation described under theproposed actlonwould not
occur. There would, however, be no increase in the number of pronghom that might otherwnse be
seen by the public.

9). Water (Surface and Ground) – There would be no impacts to water resources under the
no action alternative.

10). Invasive, Non-native Species – There would be no impact to exotic plants and amrnals
under the no action alternative.

11). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern –There would be no impact to the Mohawk
Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC, or any other ACEC, under the no action alternative.

D. Cumulative Impacts.

Cumulative effects are those add~tive or interactive effects that would result from the incremental
impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Interactive effects may be e~ther countervailing-where the net adverse cumulative effect 1sless than
the sum of the individual effects-or synergistic-where tbe net adverse cumulatwe effect E greater
than the sum of the individual effects. In the subsections that follow, actions that may have
cumulative effects are described in general terms, followed by an assessment of the environmental
resources likely to be affected.

The areas within the BMGR (excluding the portion west of the Gila Mountains) and the Cabeza
Prleta lWVR were considered m the analysis of cumulative Impacts for a 10-year period.

The Barry M. Goldwater Range is used by MCAS, Navy, Army, and the USAF throughout the
year. The eastern portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range is used for air- to-surface weapons
testing and trammg, including the HE Hdl and STAC areas. The U.S. Air and Army National Guards
and Reserves also use the 13MGR for training. The Cabeza Pneta National Wddhfe Refuge airspace
1s also used by the rnditary for training throughout the year. The entire project area underlies
restricted airspace, a Military Operations Area (MOA), where mihtary aircraft have a priority of use
from ground level to 80,000 feet above ground level. Legislation, which renewed the mihtary
withdrawal on the BMGR for 25 years, was recently sl=~ed. Funding for the Department ofDefense
appears to continue to be stable, and held to about 80°/0of the Cold War funding.

1). Potential Cumulative Effect Issues

EA for Flash Burning of MIIitary Munitions Residue on the BMGR
The Air Force proposes to introduce flash burning as a new final processing step to ensure that
mihtary munitions scrap cleared fkom the BMGR is flee of potentially igmtabk explosive,
pyrotechnic, or propellant residues before it is released for recycling. EOD per&nmel clear
practice bombs, rockets, and other @es of inert military ordnance horn approved Air Force
weapons targets on the BMGR as part of an ongoing range safety and cleanup program. The
munitions scrap is transported to four consolidation points located on the BMGR for temporzuy
storage and final processing. The proposed action to flash bum munitions residue ensures safety
within the recycling chain by burning off all ignitable energetic materials before the metals are
released to the public.

An environmental assessment is being prepared that analyzes the proposed action (to use on-site
flash burning so that demilitarized and decontaminated munitions scrap maybe transported off
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range for recycling) and the no-action alternative (to continue to store munitions scrap on the
BMGR for an indeterminate time).

EA for Cleanup of Inactive Target Areas on the BMGR.
The Air Force is preparing an EA to address Luke AFB’s proposal to cleanup mumtlons and
target debris fi-om the surface of several formerly used target areas for both safety and
enwronmental management purposes, while minimizing the environmental impacts associated
with the cleanup process. A three-step approach is proposed to evaluate the formerly used target
areas. Fn-st, the sites will be investigated to determine the type and distribution of munitions and
target scrap. Second, a plan of action will be developed for each fonmer target site to determine
the most appropriate means for removing munitions and target scrap. It mayor may not be
appropriate to use the same cleanup process used on active manned and tactical ranges where
heavy trucks spaced at about 100-foot intervals are driven in a line-abreast formation along
paraIlel transects across the sweep areas as the primary means to locate ordnance. The third step
and major focus of the EA will be to assess the environmental effects of the proposed plans of
action for cleaning up formerly used target areas. Different approaches maybe used at the
various target areas.

EA for the Excavation of Sand and Gravel from Dry BMGR Washes.
The An- Force is preparing an EA for the proposed excavation of sand and gravel from dry
washes in the vicimty of the 13MGR tactical ranges for use in road repairs and the recondltlonmg
of the manned range strafe pits. A total of seven sites are proposed for excavation as follows”

● one site in North TAC
. one site in South TAC
● one site on the periphery of Manned Range 1
● four sites in East TAC

Addltlonally, the EA wilI evaluate the use of North TAC and East TAC excavation sites and the
RMCP 1 vicn-uty for matenal storage. In accordance with SectIon 404 of the Clean l~ater Act,
the An- Force wdl be required to obtain a permit born the Army Corps of Engineers m order to
implement the proposed action. The permit application process is being conducted m accordance
with the EA process.

Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for the BMGR.
Pubhc Law 106-65 mandates that the Air Force, Navy, and Department of the Interior shall
jointly prepare an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRlvlP) for management of
the BMGR by 5 October 2001. The plan will be prepared under the Sikes Act and S~kes Act
Improvement Act and address the following issues specd5calIy identified in I?ubhc Law 106-65:
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

proper management and protection of the natural and cul&al resources of the range and
sustainable use of such resources by the public
timely consultation with affected Indian tribes, including provisions for meetmg federal trust
responsibilities, allowing access to and ceremonial use of sacred sites ---
use of the 13MGR for hunting and trapping
current test and target impact areas on the range and related buffer or safety zones
prevention, suppression, and management of brush fires
design of fiture range gates, fences, and barriers to allow for wildlife access
other existing management plans to be incorporated
periodic review and opportunity for pubIic comment on the plan and any substantial revisions
to the plan
amending the plan as necessary

Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan for the BMGR.
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Luke AFB is developing an ICRMP and implementing programmatic agreement for the entire
BMGR. The ICRMP and executed programmatic agreement is expected to be completed by31
December 2000. The ICRMP considers NHPA requn-ements as well as those of other heritage
preservation leglsIation, with related documents that address treatment of human burials and
repository requirements Additionally, an inventory was conducted to identi~ traditional cultural
places (and sacred sites) of importance to Native American (or other traditional communities)
with ties to the BMGR. This was a major ethnographic study involving contacts and consultation
with more than 20 individual Native American communities.

The ICRMP serves all agencies that have current management responsibihtles on the BIvIGR. It
is anticipated that the ICRMP and its implementing programmatic agreement will continue to
prowde the basis for the management of cultural resources and will be incorporated with the
INRIMP for the BMGR.

Ongoing C@erations on the BMGR.
Air and ground operations associated with military training within the area of the proposed action
will continue. Environmental impacts resulting from this training are documented in the Final
Legislative Enwronmental Impact Statement for the renewal of the Barry M. Goldwater Range
land withdrawal, which provided documentation used to draft P.L. 106-65.

2). Cumulative Effects Associated with the Proposed Action

Cumulative impacts that could result with the action proposed in this EA and the other projects
outhned in SectIon D include the following:

1). Soils and Vegetation - No cumulative impacts are predicted.

2). Wildlife - Noise associated with well development and other rmhtary operations
(especially exploslve ordnance operations), could have some cumulative noise effects. Human
activities associated with the proposed project, proposed paving, ongoing military operations,
proposed sand and gravel excavation, and proposed flash burning operations could result in a
greater short term disruption to wildlife; however, INRMP efforts could offset such Impacts.

3). Land Use and Ownership - The area proposed is outside of commonly used areas and
other proposed projects. No cumulative impacts are predicted.

4). Cultural Resources - If archeological sites or other cultural resources were affected with
the proposed action, there could be additive impacts to cultural resources in association with
ongoing BMGR operations. However, avoidance of site and resources within the proposed
project result in no cumulative impacts being predicted. It is estimated that 600 sites on the
BMGR are potentially at risk from military activities with an undetermined additional number of
cultural resources subject to effect from other range uses, such as the proposed sand and gravel
excavation activities. Impacts of continuing use of the range will be considered and addressed in
the ICRMP. -. -

.

5). Air Quality - Cumulative impacts to air quality associated with the proposed project,
proposed paving, ongoing military operations, proposed sand and gravel excavation, and proposed
flash burning operations would be minor in the short term and negligible in the long term.

6). Visual Resources - No cumulative impacts are predicted.

7). Recreation - Public access is prohibited without special permission. No cumulative
impacts are predicted.
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8), lVater Resources (Surface and Ground) -Nocumulatlve impacts arepredlcted toloca1
surface water drainages or related water sources.

9). Invasive, Non-native Species - No cumulative impacts are predicted

10). Areas of Critical Environmental Concern -No cumulative Impacts are predicted

The U.S. Border Patrol patrols the BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR, Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument, and other lands aIong the U. S/Mexico border by foot, horseback, 4-wheel drive vekcle,
helicopter, and fixed-wing aircraft. The Border Patrol has estabhshed roads, generally running
paraIlel to the border which they use as “drag roads” to check for vehicle tracks and footprints. The
intensity of their patrols depends upon the number of persons attemptmg to enter the United States
and the intensity of their patrols in other areas.

Undocumented immigrants occasionally drink water fi-om water sources within the BMGR and the
Cabeza Pneta NWR. The Border Patrol would be advised of the locations of the free-water sources;
they are already aware of existing water source locations.

Smuggiers of narcotics and other restricted substances and undocumented imm:grant5 have created

unauthorized vehicle routes across the Cabeza Pneta NWR and BMGR, occasionally abandoning
vehicles and other supplies.

The public uses the area for recreation and wildlife viewing. This use of the area is expected to
continue in the same areas at current levels, aIthough the numbers of recreational users are expected
to gradually increase. The mihtary facility on Childs Mountain within the Cabeza Pneta NWR is
expected to be estabhshed as a Watchable Wildhfe Area while unneeded mihtary structures are
gradually removed. The USFWS is currently in the process of completing a Comprehensive
Conservation Plan for the Cabeza Pneta NWR, which may propose additional uses for the area.

The USFWS and AGFD have a goaI of maintaining working radio-c olIars on 10 percent of the
estimated population of Sonoran pronghom. Future radio-collanng efforts can be anticipated as the
batteries m the current collars fail and as collared pronghom die. Weekly fixed-wing aircraft flights
to locate the collared pronghom are expected to continue.

If the proposed action is implemented and the project is found to be successful, but require long-term
work, the project may prowde work for contractors and contribute to the local economy. If the
project is successful and a transpkmt of Sonoran pronghom is completed, it may be found that
continuing the project is still beneficial to this or@nal population of pror+hom. Additional forage
enhancement plots may be proposed and the envn-onmental impact described in future documents

In conc~usion, the proposed project is expected to have a beneficial impact on forage availability
and the pronghom, counteracting, in part, any current cumulative adverse impacts placed on
pronghom habitat by the U.S. Border Patrol, smugglers, undocumented persons,lkfCAS, LAFB, and
the visiting public.

E). h-reversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources.

The commitment of resources would be irreversible if the proposed action resuIted in a process that
could not be stopped and where a resource, its use or productivity is consumed or lost forever. The
commitment of resources would be irretrievable if the proposed action eliminated or changed a
resource’s utility or productivity for the life of the projector over a recovery period.

—
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Irreversible effects associated with Alternative A include the water wells installed for imgatlon, and
the permanent structures associated with the water wells. h-retrievable effects for both Alternative A
and B include the reduced availabdity of the access roads to wddhfe and other uses due to the
increased traffic associated with the project, and the potential increase in wddhfe densities associated
with the increased forage and water. Other irretrievable effects include the loss of the creosote plants,
the general restructuring of the vegetatwe communities and the potential change m sod
microorganisms associated with the irrigation

V. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

List of Preparers

Susanna Henry Assistant Refuge Manager, Kofa Wildlife Refuge
(former 13LM-Yuma Field Office Wildhfe BioIogist)

Karen Red4mu-dt Natural Resources Specialist/Environmental Coordinator, Yuma
Field Office, 13LM

Dave Hoerath Wddlife Biologist, Phoenix Field Office, BLM
John Hervert Region IV Wildlife Program Leader, AGFD
Jill Bright Wddlife Speciahst, AGFD
Bdl Miller Wildlife Biologist, LAYB
Lisa McCmrick Wildlife BloIogist/Environmental Planner, LAFB
Eric Oswald Natural Resource Planner/Hydrologist, LAFB

People and Agencies Consulted

Yuma Field Office. BLM
Boma Johnso; ‘
Dave Daniels
Gary Rowell
Mark Lowans
John Reid

Phoenm Fteld Office,
Cheryl Blanchard

Cabeza Prieta NR?R
Don Tiller
Selso Villegas
John Morgart

Kofa iVWR
Michelle WNCOX

Archeologist – (retired)
Surface ProtectIon Speclahst

Surface Protection Speelahst
Outdoor Recreation Planner

Outdoor Recreation Planner (currently BLM, K@nan)

U&f
Archeolog~st

Refhge Manager
(former) Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist

Staff Assistant

Arizona Gain-e and Fish Department
Mark Brown
Linden Piest
Bob Henry
Ron Christofferson

Luke Air Force Base
Daniel Garcia
Robert Barry
Jeanne Dye

Wildlife Specialist
Nongame Specialist
Game Specialist
Development Branch Specialist

Chief of Environmental Sciences
Wildlife Biologist
WiIdlife Biologist
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Mane Corps Au- Station, Yuma
Ron Pearce Range Manager
Bob Rdey Natural Resources Specialist
Bryan Merrill Natural Resources Specialist
Wdey Holmesley Natural Resources Speclahsti GLS Specialist

Public Scoping

A draft Environmental Assessment was availabIe for pubhc review and comment for a 52-day
period from February 2 to March 24,2000. Public notices were published in the Yuma Daily
Sun, the Tucson Cituen, the Aroma Daily Star (Tucson), and the Federal Re.qster Two public
meetings were held to discuss and distribute the draft EA. The February 2 meetmg held in
Tucson was attended by 13 people and the February 9 meeting in Yuma was attended by 33
people.

Fdleen comment letters were received. The wrzters of seven of these letters were in favor of
proceeding with the proposal, six were against the proposaI, and two expressed a mixed
viewpoint. Most of the comment letters offered excellent constructive comments A letter to the
editor of the Ywna Daily Sun printed on April 22 supported the project.
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Table 1.Forage enhancement sites, potential treatments and methods of water apphcatlon under

Alternative A

Potential Size
Method of ~TRl coordinate

Site name Treatmer# (km’) ~p~f~~fion (Northwest corner)

1. Mohawk Pass C-I-W
2. Mohawk Dune C-I-W
3. Granite Mnts. #1 C-I-W
4. Gramte Mnts. #2 (NW) C-I

5. Granite Mnts. #3 (SE) C-I
6 Aztec Hills #1 C-I-W

7. Aztec HilIs #2 C-I

8 Aztec EMls //3 C-I

10

1.0 1
1.0

1.0

1.0 1

1.0

0015

0015

weIl

well

truck

truck

truck

9 Point of the Pintas C-I-W 1.0

}

well

10.Point of the Pmtas #2 C-I 10

3611000 N 262000 E

3609000 N 264000 E

3592500 N 277000 E

3593000 N 276000 E

3592000 N 278000 E

3624’700 N 277900 E
(north end; 1.7km long
X 580 m wide along
road)
3622784 N 281073 E

(south end, 500 meter
NE along road, 30 m
wide)
3622000N 282200 E
(north end, 500 meters
south along road. 30 m
wide)

3592000 N 250000 E

3591500N 251000 E

1Treatments: C = creosote removal; I = annua~ and perennial forage irrgation; W = free standing
water.

+..
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Table 2.Forage enhancement sites, potent~al treatments and methods of water apphcation under

Alternative B.

Potential Size
Method of UTRI coordinate

Site name
Treatment’ (km’) ap~~~~ion (Northwest corner)

1. Mohawk Pass

2. Mohawk Dune

3 Granite Mnts. #l

4. Gramte Mnts. #2 (NW)

5. Granite Mnts. #3 (SE)

6 Aztec Hills #1

7. Aztec HilIs M

8 Aztec Halls W

9 Point of the Pmtas

10.Point of the Pmtas #2

11. Mohawk Drag Rd. West

12. Mohawk Drag ~d. East

13. South Aguila

14. Central San Cristobal

15. Mohawk Valley

C-I-W

C-I-W

C-I-W

c-l

C-I

C-I-W

C-I

C-I

c-l-w

C-I

C-I-W

C-I-W

C-I-W

C-I-W

C-I-W

1.0

10

1.0

1.0

I .0

1.0

0.015

0.015

10

1.0

0.015

0.015

1.0

1.0

1.0

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

truck

3611000 N 262000 E

3609000 N 264000 E

3592500 N 2’77000E

3593000 N 276000 E

3592000 N 278000 E

3624700 N 277900 E
(north end; 1.7km long
X 580 m wide along
road)
36~~78~ N 2~1073 E

(south end: 500 meter
NE along road, 30 m
wide)
36~~OOON~S~~O()E

(north end, 500 meters
south along road, 30 m
wide)

3592000 N 250000 E

3591500 N 251000 E

3598500 N 241500 E

3597977 N 252457 E

3602700 N 279600 E

3616500 N 267500 E

360~~00 N 236000 E

‘Treatments: C = creosote removal; I = annual and perennial forage irrigation; W = free standing
water.

--
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Figure 1. Map of proposed forage enhancement sites under Alternative A
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Wood barrier to soil
Vent Valve and access point

l’-
U

<
m

24 mch PVC pipe 20 foot in length +

2 inch flexible feed hne

Trough would be made of fiberglass and would be fitted with concrete walk-in steps. The depth

of the trough would equal 30 inches.

Figure 4. Schematic drawing of an underground temporary pronghom water

-_
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APPENDIX A

HYPOTHESIS TESTING AND MONITORING
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Hypothesis Testing:

1 Ho: There m no dzffesenee m forage productimz between treated and untreated plots
At each forage enhancement site, an adjacent untreated plot will be used for comparison.

Transect sampling for annual plant availability will be conducted on treated and untreated plots.
Differences in fi-equency andlor biomass wdl be analyzed using t-tests, Analysls of Variance
(ANOVA), or appropriate non-parametric tests. Differences in forage production between
treated and untreated plots and between treatments w1ll be analyzed.

2. Ho: Sonoran pronghorn use treated (enhanced) areas randomly.
Paired plots (treated and untreated areas) will be located within similar habitat types.

Frequency of use of each plot will be documented by direct observation of radio-collared
pronghom. Chi-square analyses will be used to determine if pronghorn use treated areas in
proportion to their avadability (Neu et al. 1974, Byers et al. 1984). If use differs horn
availability, we will then determine which areas were preferred or avoided using 95°/0 B onferroni
confidence intervals following methods described by White and Garret (1990:186-189). A
Jacobs’ D test will be performed to determine the magnitude of selection or avoidance.

3. Ho: Sonoran pronghoiw fawn surwval ts not influenced by habitat manipulations (’creosote
removal, forage enhancement and free standing water).

Fawn survival will be estimated at any given time through direct observation of fawns within
radio-collared groups. Marked groups in the vicinity of the treated areas will be compared to
marked groups elsewhere. Rainfall data will be collected and used to compare treated and
untreated areas. Differences m number of fawns surviving per 100 does between treated and
untreated areas will be analyzed with t-tests or appropriate non-parametric tests.

4. Ho. Diet of Sonoran pronghorn N not injlhenced by forage enhancements
Fecal pellets w1ll be collected after direct observation, fi-om pronghom groups using the

treated areas and those using other areas in similar habitats. Diet will be investigated through
microhistological examination of fecal samples. Differences in the composition of forbs, browse
and cacti in the diet of animals using treated and untreated areas will be compared on a seasonal
basis. Differences in forage consumed will be analyzed using ANOVA or appropriate non-
parametric tests. The nutrhonal quality of most forage species available to pronghorn is known.
Consequently, a model can be derived reflecting any difference in the nutritional plane
experienced by pronghom using treated areas versus those that do not. Inferences wdl be made
relative to the required nutritional plane for fawns to survive.

5. Ho: Predatzon of Sonoran pronghorn is not injkenced by halxtat man~pulatlons (creosote
removal, forage enhancement and free standing water).

Predation will be documented through investigation of any mortality involving radio-collared
pronghom. Comparison of pronghom mortality rates within treated and untreated areas w1ll be
investigated. In addition to the use of radio-collared pronghom, systematic searches will be
conducted in the vicimty of treated areas in order to determine lf predators kill non-col~ared
pronghom. -.

-.
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APPENDIXB

ANTICIPATED WORKSCHEDULE
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Creosote Burning

● One time treatment at each site.
● Done during the dry season. Creosotes should be brown and dry.
. Since it is the dry season, pronghorn are not expected to be in the plot areas. Each area will

be scanned prior to beginning work to ensure there are no pro~ghom around.
● Estimated Time and Personnel: 2 days with 4 people per 1 km-site.

Sprirdder Set-up

● One time set-up at each site.
● Set-up will be prior to pronghom being m the vicinity. Areas will be scanned to ensure there

are no pronghom around.
. Estimated Time and Personnel: 2 people working each day

2 days at Granite sites
2 days at Aztec Hill sites
1 day each for Pmtas, Mohawk Pass, and Mohawk Dune

Well Drilling

. One time drilling at each sale.
● Drilhng will be done prior to pronghom being in the v~cinity. Areas will be scanned to

ensure there are no pronghom around.
e Estimated Tlm and Personnel: 4 days at each site

o Crew requned by the dnlhng company

Well Irrigation

. ~gatlon w1ll be done at night to reduce disturbance to pronghom.

. One site irrigated per mght.

. Estimated Time and Personnel: 1 person to start the well and monitor irrigation.

. Apply 1” of water over two acres will take approximately 10 hours, at 100 gallons/mmute
well output.

● Number of times to m-gate will depend on rainfall patterns; in the worst-case scenarlon of no
additional rainfall, 8-10 applications will be necessary.

Water Truck Irrigation

● Done at night to reduce the likelihood of disturbance to pronghom.
* One site irrigated per mght.
. Estimated Time and Personnel: 1 person to drive the truck and connect truck to sprinkler
. Up to 2 trips a night (back and forth to water) until required amount of water has been

applied.
-<

Pronghom Use of Plot Monitoring

. The majority of pronghom monitoring will be done fi-om aircraft.

. Remote cameras may also be used.
● Where possible, direct monitoring from hills maybe used.
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APPENDIX C

CULTURALRESOURCESURVEYSUMMARIES

This appendix contains the cultural resource survey summaries that were conducted for the proposed
forage enhancementplots. Onerepofi, fiomthe XrForce mcheological contract, covers 8ofthelO
plots (Aztec FIills #1-3, Granite Mountains #l-3, Mohawk Pass and Mohawk Dunes). The Bureau
of Land Management’s Cultural Resource Project Record covers the Point of the Pmta’s #1 and #2.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Agency: United States Alr Force, Luke An- Force Base, 56 Range Management Office (RMO)

Project Title: Archaeological Survey of Eight Pronghorn Forage Plots on the Barry M.
GoIdwater Range (BMGR)

Contract Number: F022604-99-DOO02; DO 5004

Project Description: The study of eight pronghom forage pIots was funded by the U. S Alr

Force and was undertaken at the request of the 56 RMO. The purpose of the study was to

provide the U. S. Air Force, as the lead agency, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the

BLM-Yuma with mformatlon regarding the nature, extent, and condition of culturaI resources

that are present in eight forage plots in three Iocatlons on the east side of the BMGR. The BLM-
Yuma prepared the Envn-onmental Assessment of the entire project, which also includes forage

plots on the west side of the BMGR. Plots on the west side of the BMGR were surveyed by the

BLM-Yuma and are not included in this summary.

Project Location: The eight forage plots are located in three general areas on the east side of the

BMGR. The majority of the project area IS located in relatively flat porhons of the San CrIstobal
Valley in Maricopa County, Arizona. The three northernmost plots are located in the Aztec
Hills, in Township 8 South, Range 11 West, Sections 10, 11, 14, 15, and 24 and Township 8

South, 10 west; Section 19. TWOplots are located m the middle portion of the project area., on
the west side of San Cristobal Wash. The Mohawk Dunes plot is Iocatlon in Township 10 South,
Range 12 West, Section 4 and the Mohawk Pass plot is located m Township 9 South. Range 12
West. Sections 29 and 32. FmaIly, the southern survey area includes the three largely contiguous
Granite Mountain plots, located m Township 11 South, Range 11 West and the adjacent
unsectioned area.

Number of Acres Surveyed: 1,665 acres

Personnel and Dates of FieIdwork: Fieldwork was conducted during two sessions: May 15-

June 16,2000 and July 22 and 23,2000. A total of 93 person days were expended on the field

survey and recording. Participants included Dr. Jeffrey H. Altschul, principal investigator, Dr.

Teresita Majewski, project manager, Christopher J. Doolittle, project director, Kholood Abdo-

Hintzman, Ted Perkins, and Tracy Fra&lin, field supervisors, and crewmemb& Maria

Espinoza, Perla .Tauregui, Michael Obemdorf, Tina Oglesby, John Turkoc, and Nicole Wallock.

Number of Properties: Two (2) archaeological sites and 52 isolated occurrences were identified
and recorded during the sumey

List of Properties Recommended as EIigibIe: Two archaeological sites are recommended as
eligible for the NationaI Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion d, for their potential
to yield information on the topics of chronology, settlement, trade routes and organization of
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exchange, cultural affiliation and ethnic boundaries.

AZ Y:6:43 (ASM) is a large diffuse artifact scatter consisting of several loc~ that combmed
measures roughly 320 m north-south by 340 m east-west. The site occurs m an area that contains
a smaIl dune and several associated low-lymg areas or playas Four discrete loci were recorded.
Artifacts include flaked stone, two projectile points, and ground stone. Preliminary analysls of
the two projectile points suggests that the site may date to the Archaic perzod. The site has the
potential for burzed cultural deposits.

AZ Y. 1123 (ASM) IS an artifact scatter that measures 64 m north-south by 68 m east-west. The
site consists of one artifact concentration and several indwidual artifacts. Artifacts include plain
ware ceramics, cortical and noncortical flakes and shatter, ground stone, and a G1’cymens shel~

fia.gment

List of Properties Recommended as Ineligible: 52 isoIated occurrences. The isolated

occurrences have good integrity, however, beyond their locations and nature, they do not appear
to contnbute information to the research questions outhned for this project. Twenty-four (24)
isolated occurrences were recorded with only flake stone artifacts; six (6) contained only shell;

two (2) had both flaked stone and shell artifacts, eleven (11) contained ordy cerarmcs, four (4)

had only ground stone artifacts; four (4) were prehistoric isolated features, mcludmg ~o trad

se~gnents; and one (1) was a historical-period feature.

Comments: The survey crew walked hnear transects spaced at 15-m intervals. ASM cnterza
were apphed to identi~ %tes” versus “isolated occurrences”. Site-recordmg procedures were
comprehensive and identical for sites and isolated occurrences. Information recorded for sites
mcluded topography and environmental setting, artifact counts and descnptlons, feature
descriptions, site size, evidence of human and natural disturbance, and Iocatlon data. Each site
was mapped, showing size, environmental setting, point locations of important amfacts, and
spatial relationships between features and artifact concentrations. Color and black-and-white

photographs were taken to document site condition and environmental setting. The locations of
sites and isolated occurrences were determined using a Trimble GeoExplorer II GPS umt with
post-processing differential correction
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Form AZ-81 11-4

(June 1999)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF IJ4ND MANAGEMENT

ARIZONA STATE OFFICE

CULTURAL RESOURCE PROJECT RECORD

Project -Numbec BLM AZ - 050 - 99 - 17 Other No.:

Project - Name: tvlCAS Ante[ooe Foraae %oiect BLIvI Case He No.:
State: AZ/ CA County Yuma Map Name(s): 1- East of Buck Peak: 2- NortiI of Isla Plnta.
and 3- Point of the P!ntas

Township not surveveci (N S), Range_(E W) Section _QQ _Q _
Township_(N S), Range_(E W] Section QQ Q
Township_(N S), Range_(E W) Section QQ _Q _
ASM Quad ~O(S}: Y-10 NW. Y-1 O NE. Y-9 NE
Land Owner(s): Federal County Other Private State Unknown

Agency BLM arid Yuma FIeid Office and RI

lnst]tution Doing Work ELM. Yurna Field Office
Person(s)-In-Charge: Boma Johnson. Archaeoioa@
Purpose of Project and Appiican&
Dates of Fieldwork: 11/2!2/S?9- 11/30/2S! Total Person Days Used: 192*
Cultural Use Permit No.: N/A L

Access and Location Description: located on the 8ari% M Goldwater Ranae
Bibliographic Reference(s) (list report title, author, mstitut]on and date): none
No. of Cultural Properhes Recorded: none List Site Nos. none
Collections Made: YES W Testing Done: YES I!@
Repository Name and Location: WA
Photos: YES NO Photo lnforrnauon: none

‘A crew of 12 people ass@ed Boma Johnson and Susanrw Henry to accornphsh the f!e!d
inventory.

*One single red slip on buff sherd (.5x6 cm.) was noted In the m[ddle of Unit 2 at E25 1736 and
N3590974. Also a rock cairn was noted (likely historic) just outside plot or Unit 2 at the
southwest corner.

-i.-.



Form AZ-8111-4

(June 1!339)

Page 2 of 2

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

ARIZONA STATE OFFICE

CULTURALRESOURCE PROJECT RECORD

Project - Number: BLM AZ - 050 - 99—-L

INVENTORY TECHNIQUES (if different parts of the project used different
techmques, f]il out a separate page for each):

size of Entire Project Area (acres): Hot 1: 1000xI OOOm
Plot 2:1 Oooxl cloorn.
Plot 3:1 ox500m l??
Hot 4“ 1OxjOm @o Crew Size: 14

Project Boundary Description: see rnaos

Mode: Pedestrian Klimens[ons (mules or feet): 2020x3000 meters
Inventory Level (check): Class 1!’_ class I[1 x Judgmental*_
Actual Acres Surveyed - Estimated % Coverage: 100 0/0

field Methods Used (for example, systematic 50 m wide paral[el transects, etc.): Q
meter transects
Discussion (just]fy techniques and methods used: N/A
*SAMPLING lNFORMATIC)N
SampIing Strategy (check): Systematic_, Ra@dom_, Stratified_, comhation_
Percent of Project Area Samp[ed: ‘/0

Size of Sample Units: No. of Sample Unts:

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA (optmnal if covered in report or other document):

Vegetation Types: creosote/bwsaae
Major Topographic Features and Locat]ons: area verv flat

Water Sources and Locations: none
Othec

Form Completed by: Boma Johnson Date”12 /7 /99.— —

Approved by: Date: / /
Affach map(s) showing site locations, site numbers, project area boundary, all areas
SUNt?pd, and sample units and numbers, if applicable.
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APPENDIXD

COM~E~TLETTERS RECEIVED

and

RESPONSESTOCOMMENTS

The following comment letters were received during the open public comment period which took
place horn February 2,2000 until March 24,2000:

Letter No. Author

1
2
3
4

5
6

7

8

9

10
11*

12*

13*
14*
15*

Edward B. Zukoski, Land and Water Fund of the Rockies
Mike Senator, Defenders of Wildlife
Bill Broyles, Friends of Cabeza
John Gunn, Southwest Natural Resource Management
Consultants [SWNRMC)
Jon M. Shumaker
Scott Jay Bailey, Tohono O’odham Nation, Natural Resources
Department

Gail Gallager, Yuma County Department of Development

Services

J.P. Melchionne

Brian F. DoIan

Mike Seidman
Duane Shroufe, Arizona Game and Fish Department
Russel T. Farringer, III, Department of the Alr Force, HQ
AETC/CEVN Randolph, Texas
William D. Sommers IV
Jon Fugate, Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club
Dale M. Marler, Yuma Chapter, People for the USA

* Comment letters not requiring responses

This appendix contains a copy of each of the comment letters followed by responses to the
comments.
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NoWfrt%llWff]th pbts h watWCd7HOWOl?m(atd kOWrnMly)tKUCk3WU
Idrive Our m eachd

wertotethotthe“LiiofFrcfrarcm”(DE/Lrd19-20)listsnop=BonWtl%@o~
kmwkdgc,kmsigdcam c+ricocc orcxpsrtw mths botanyof tbcSooorsndrwert Tlx lrst
ofcdntrons(DW d 20-22)coti buttkrccartrdtm- Pattm (1979] 13tuwnad Murruch
(19861rmdT.wis(1956}-@UtofttdY 30 dd M bW *Y m@rU ~ ~ ~b PM
Gmbgytaridmn5 Of* appmmiy Pmtofmm h e- Orw@b of ~c~llY
gmmmst@pcrrzudrdor atrrrmf@nts mthc Somrarr* AI anrdwrlutcmmurmmIILM
mmisomuk wfh tcnrbngS@m-n d- k@dsts (mchutmgDr. RichardFelger)bdirs It
pmcccdsvnthcwn a trmmt studyto dcmrnrtnsLFamflcMlyfpnnWmg or enhcocutgtircgc
~P=I= u m-=r~~ OnS@ = tic<

WCfisrtlrcrrmrethat 33LM%abiJii m rcss afiof irs dkwhyplhcx! (nmnlanxt 2-Strt
AlrWdX AIo titsDEA)depmdmttrclyOnds ability-- totdy rrmuptxxtcdaodwqmvm ot
tktspomt-to prndumfiwwg~lfll!f.kit%tfsorWr mttapb to ardtlcdly gcrrnmate or

nrppkarmotthcgtuwttsofphrts ontinnyor rdlof ~s 15fbrw pkt% h w]! K~~W NO hi
damOnrhoscplots frsmswulrrgthoseOtbcrqucsuorr.%h proticulr?r,tmwcarsMAd dcblrrmmIf
Sommnrprmrghomfmvnswival Uinfiuesreed(ormt) by enb=rmnt SrfforngsiflN.M Ls
rmnblctnprndnes ttx dmhwdtbntce7If BLh4dnmrmtpmdnm Forageinanmdl tcsl cndrokof
Sonormrpmngkommnge,tbucom OfM apmrmt (m th qWJ to t~ WQW fflt- Qf
staff-time,kt M mvmsmr=nl trc.) willM Wd. on t~ O* ~ W@==%! u Ah~~
t&bOnrwthths -ad setiaa Ow&Og fsrgc-smk babitoSrrmrtprdatiaoOn8~XlSM!dy 4
Sqmrcmitcs,wltkno scmrmeorcqdcmcthd [b BLMcao rmprovst%mgepmdu=brmatmy
of 15sttcscotddbaw potctmaltysIgntfkurrtm* and lfttlcrcttrrrr.

* Om*= deommrtatmthnshmnotk ofczmninim the u~s abdity fO @“tiCfElfj’

Crrhmce Jbragc Cvte aWatl-de# exJmrn@d hsis u tw5nnotde OM, Ax It WIM pmvutc

V.refOl Orfmmatfnn d expsrtm lo rkmmnrurtgwitctkr n Iargcr-wofcprnjcctispmctwalm
katibk M yuu lutow.ecritd toUsepmpamnorrof attmtvmrnmrmtslaWasment Mdtc

9 j=q--~ ~-id=;jl-~ w cfmaSOOobtcakermtiw%40C F-R.
4 l!iouxb);llo~ L 8S2F.2d 12Z3,1Z28-29@rbCtr. t98V. m.
&&& 489U.S. 1066(19S9)(“Cm&kr@n of ottamrtrvmiscrirbt to b goutsofNEPA
~ wbwe a pmposd seiicrndrrornotmggcr tk EIS pmrccm”~l!@!r!!!r!&wxgs!s12s@
!ku~ v, t~ 857F,hqqh 734,739.40 (~ Cd 19M) (dutvm mw~=
rcasombloatmrmmwsu @qxndmt and of Mda rmpc ttrmrIbcdutyto cuuqdcman ElS).
skrn c tubv, Wat* fioaF,supp.as%a70@ D c. 19911(=k S-uwsti
484F.%tpp,455(N D.N,Y. 19!0)(snmt). Al srghan agmeynwMnut mnsrd.srw-cryposublc

?y%ftr~ WOddCl nm400tbb ak~ w “nmwsary !0 - a nasxtcd cholcc”

Oc, v. Et&O@kd ~ 914F,2d 1174,1180-8I (9thCm 1990).Put
d&rmtly, tt most mtrmrk Ustscalrermttvcsthat “vmukJaltm&c cnvirormrsntdimpactandthe
WSbkOCfit batanm.” Bob Marddl Allmmq 852F 2d at 122g,@! ~l!!v~hl?i

ml Em “C?4
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I
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Qrx-d.timn?t!m v. ~1S A!w&Errcrn Cnmm’m 449 F. 2d 1109, 1114 (D,C CM
1971)

BLM’9 fulurc @imal~ M i-me nwdcrtopprmcltwouldwolateNEPA

n. t3LMMust Prqfrl% m EIS an tbc PmposcdActrnn.

NJ3’A rqukcs tbrrt fbknd sgeocicscompleteI dctmkdcm-trnnmmtalsrnpactststcrnsor
whcrrplonnirrga majorkdcrot actten whch maysigrrrficamty8ffEctths @iry ofttm knman
c?mlronmmt.42U S C f 4332. Councilon Emttonmrntrd Quality (CEQ)KgtdcttomI&w
“majorE-&r-alada-d to mcluik “actions wrrhdfcctswhtch~W kc mtqorml wlucham
porerrtrrltysuLrJmrto Fcckritlcontrol” 40C.F.JLf 1508JH[mrphms =t&d). Rsgrdatroos
furtbst ddinsr“sigrttfiertmty”in terms ofconsmrandfntmrrfy. 40 C-FR. # 1f0627. Fti
cnAaw tllrttrcrrrrokcaClmrtblrrWbsrc(frcporawd for w@LficonccOcem, WtredKror nor n u
prownr.the agcocymrm ~am En)31S @ i?!UI!ItiL$@Aggl_. wl~fibm v
Lh&d Stmesnq&Q ~ 681 F2d 1172, 1178 (PrtrCu. 1982); Sm-raCtubv Mmh
769 F 2d 86S,870(1s Crr. 1985).

& tixsecondCiiit Ecmltly rtakd

... wkrr it isaclosecd whctbczkm willkea.wpificant mvimmmntntimpwr
5ornapmpxedxCrmrr,aoEEJslrorMbcprqmred Tlnsvrcwisrmni%rcdby
dw CEQ Ctmdclinc’#dfmcriou so ngswim tn corrdrtcr “[tJIw rkgree to Much Ike
cffb3s onthe qualityof tbs tmmmcrrvoonrrrenram hk.ly ro kmhrgbly
cormovmbd”when&mrmrtmgslgt@arlce to CJ$,R g 1508..27@)(4)
Morrovm, wc lbmk NEPA’spahcygoalsrequrmrrgstmes10crr m favorof
~smtion af mlEM wko the propx! actionts likelyto bmc n sIgrrfJlcam
~~n@Lttnt islqlrkt. th~trerrtty, W%5t@vcwithh drstrrct~OWKht u t$arty
cbsltmgtogtbc agsr@ &Mon notto prrpareanEIS smut strownn&Iknt&m
is a dwtard prrsslbiIhythat ths actionrmy hovea significanttrnpacton lbc

~- Oot that it cIcar~ wdl kaw ~h m tmprwt ~~ ~tiwn~
fi~~, 6SJ F2d at 1177-7%$gw OurTen Aw 472 F.2dU 467. ‘flc
ForcstScrvbx’adetcrrntnmtontkstprpataliouof astl%l was oat ~mry, bud
Ott th t’ccmtd tdbr= I+ WS5 [hercforc a.rbikdry d C#CiOIU “

By scwxrdm~ the pmporcdactionrcqurmsmmpletsdnof an EfS

FM tkoproposedactrorrsrd at k%rstOm orb% oftemst]ve d srgrdfimntlyiropmt tlx
10 Ihurnarrerwrroo.tmnt.The pm~oed amrmswii tmmlve,ormng other dmtg~

mu 66C ‘ U4

habxirtrmnipokib.mrnelrrdiiborntrrgoflargc numbersof pbmr%on an arm
lo A IOWIY4 ww otfk (2,4a5 -) ~n M 5).

M IoQfconstrucrmrrof up m 50 “small”dnmr(DEA rtt7).
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w ~bg bh id & krw CWpOICm 10 .=xcwam earth tbr tbc PhCCUOXO of
10 c lldrmkcra (f3s’4at 7).

‘1 rhnuaundsofhcrrvytmekMpf (or more)10p-mvrdcwater (m cap on - Oreven r+
10 b !awr limit m estimate CT mdr trtfm u idmdrfid)

to rhotmdr rrfvehick trrps (or rrmre) rlrrrnom.totiftft (no cap on -m evma
)s. ] $w@tiaestmeof.mb@ tBtird)

9

)0 F

itt ~ctmtiwz E, the ~ion rrftrp to 6 WWIerWW iochrdmg ~iw SESOhnG

PUIW *M OIIYCrmrmrtmemto tmm3v13Thescfbcihe$ whcrr LIWproject u
over (whemvw that IS),aral wtthotre any corrrid~n of fmp.rxmtn tho local
aqmifcror hydrology jDthis dcawt tmvtrormtent. DEA at 8 (drxmbtog vmli+, 16.
t7 (artzidng w cmnrrotment to rcawc mu rfiamfssmg mrpaeh to rqurfa and
bydrofugywrrbrrrdarralyrm)

m h fmtentfaltbr fomrh@hr id drnrmemerrt of cantffi SahamrtrmtartiCormqt’
!O53LMpoltcY and Executive rkder, wrtlmut any firm co rmmtrnenf m mitgan

to ~ arrchimkx@(w#DEAat 16,mtrngti Sahatamti “mq~-wf by
hrm# @zptrmhadded)WiulaedmmortiogOJ“Irgsrmswdymrrmvefl”bumegras%
DE4aa 16.

‘~ H I arrexpmunard of irrdcfimtc (and potmtrial fnSniiG) durarrnn.z

In ebrt, thm project involves mbatmrthd matdpufation of bakaiiatwith unknown tmrcfiM awl
pnmtia31y h3erMnl ltarnr 10rlw tnvitommmL DIM rmrat thmtlrm pmprtrc an Ers

1 lha DEAr-aysthat fbrageenhrmccmenrwrll“ltke~ be requrzcduntil “nddniorral
PO@tiOtlS arc wtobkmbcdarsir=rmrvalsMCmaIortgcrnmwrmy.’ KIBAur 5. TlrJYu an
mrzxdy tong-ramfmxcm. Wcrueunawarethat the SorrnrrmPmngoto Cam WorkingChow
(~~) hm idmdfledanymemsuitablefor tkwestafdffharm’ntof SonommPrrrnghmrowrqdum
llaatintroductionrrfrntertdarrgcmdqtedes fmrrrmurxqricdhabbat is WUY mnsldczcdan
aakm omprkrfngSecnon7 cmmdteiro~ the prqmrerirrnof amEIS, and stdmmtml grmrrxtwmkto
Cmmrethath brrbiratiahkldy!0 b%arutabletlri-themlrr?.pbmtedemrnala. WCam mMwArcthat
anyofthh wmtkb rnpmga-caa.or IOMIYto bz - fOrmanyycnra. h fS@ ps~lble t~ fumge
crdmrrcernmrtcoaddmntinrmfor~ least10-15yrara bcfbmmy tranephroratab frk sod
fxrkrap for dceadm bmgm.

?bc~~ dsOatatu that t!M prtl]d WI b? diseonturrmd if”rt CIUl be shtnvrr Ibnt thc$c

et%rts am not effectm-e” DEA at 5. Wrwev&, wlrde this expmtmant atremptx m Ieat dw

mmcity ofcertarn hypothcw, the DEA diwdg= rm rfrrmbnld tevcls atwbrch tkre qetrmcrd

wrfl bo judged enhrx a thdure or a arrcwoaa Tbrs k a rrmjaz fdurc of tho experurwntd&sign
thMrmrstbercmediq and roustlx prescmedm Ux publrc for comment.
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Seeond, by Hnumber ofthc crttm-m cstabltshed by the ClIQ,tfw irnpacu of the Prqmwl
arc 9igruficant.

For wrrrrpl%onemeasomof stgruficarrcc k t~ “dcgtee tn which the C5CCISon the
‘ t ] quality of the bumamcnvrmnrrmrrt are Irkely to & btghly conttovmral” 40 C F R

$ 150.9.2700(4).E’edd courtv bm held that ti= CU=MIDII POW% ~c~n~t% ~ ~~
rmckrrhffcrerrt conchworm than tk agency corwxrong the pomratmlunpacfs of.6 pmpx~ that
cmtrthmcs 8 ‘Izi2tzlycontrowrmnl”actmn for * arr3?3Smostkcfnxpared-Rrundmnn tirf
~f~ 681F.2d 1172(WICK, 19S2), ThrdtbrcdtoldbaaIxcn reached

here, givrn that Gxpats (racludtngMr. Bmyle$ vntb_ pea-m’dowct(publtskd attrelrs
on the history ad hrrpaotof watermthe dessrt soutbwwf. trmwofwfdcbf3LMImthermito
cittt’),mmwrvatmnb (Dcfertdersof Wildlife)andothma(t+, Mr.Gtmn)all rats-cnumerour
qrrmtitrrmuborrttie rraromoftk rmpacnrandrwwmrremdagainrtdiefmqxraedaetiom

&a@m nmaaurc of significance1sthe “degree rrrwhreh Ihe p-asrib[ceffccis on dic

I

btrmarr errvarrmrnmrrarc hrgtdy tmeerraarL” 40 C~ R $ 1S0627fbX3. ~VUZ ~ tha$ PmJf=t u
,Z arrqrerrrrwqtbatrtad&grrrcvrtgu~ thatthrs isthcfirst timeanytkunglktbm basbxn

atteorptcdORtldaacalc fizrancdaogcmd apecm, the rmpaem to Iirc desert arwmrrmrmf ad 10

Ibe fmrrrglrom itself arc “highly Iamxtmrr,”
~.

13
Yet &ha measrtmof ugrrtk%mrcemtk “dcgruerowhkhthe octmnmay eatabhsh a

preedcrd fix 6rture acttorra with argmf~ cffecta or rqxesenrs a drmtrmn rn p-rrmtplc atmtrt a
1- OJIMbkrUIOIL” 4~ C.F~ $ 150 K27@M6) ~ kOOW of m p=d~ tit Ihe PmW=d

wtloll flLNl CdOS rWZE. Whfk Xrf@mCtld fecdbtg of @OIC lrdrUds i(l 1 w trunnn pllW’ttCE III

smme gfoteal tk prrqwscrid duwlopmentof foragepfOtSandartrftci!dwzdersmtrccsto aid in the
ruzovea’yofa fistedzpma )rMDOIowr,m our knoderk~ k%cnaftmrprrzl. As a cotrseqwnc%

thh prnjcet, patrtIcufarly If suceesaful, will P Adangerous pmeedent of ttstog bnbrtJu
ZllMUpUhlOn -S to twsto WtZtiCMf hbflat3 to id in the rCCOWry of Imed qECIeL ~,

mrstcztd of rekyurgon the cstabMrrrrcm ofcrftiead frslrrtz~prcparatron ofcmwrvatrorz

WTWUCI@ IZI SW&I atralcgxs to pmtcet and prcscrw tk babnat ofa lrstedapcziq metavuy
may kmasluevcd in the S@re wlthmrt atrch ~tenttally ccmtrravrszial dccmmna by crrgarjng or

habuot marrrpubWmr to rnammrm the rormlxr of mdrvrduah from a trscd sfxqcs who can cmfi

on k smnllcat prcrx of babmf pxsI%le.

me pmdcnr. mod us bed, wbietr mny k mtablrsbed tfttm pmpod prot~ M

mzpkrncrued and auemdul rum be c@rmtrd m an EIS, It r9 impcratwo that W ZU+ewica md

Ihe pebbc understand the poterrdafprwxfent of tlm projwt rindifor kmwtt may rmfrza other
-VW cffi~l iOOtdq 10pKflJINrubwsotlw tttrditti?rti WtOOEUIonthe prrqxml

hrrtlx~ rrxtamreof sigrrifieamceM“[w]bcthcrthe actionwrehrrcdto OIIEZnctmruwrrh
1” individmtlly mmgnkflcrmtbratemrm!xrvdy mgnrficartt krrrpactz.” 40 C F-R. ~ 150s 27(fr)f7). We

J The BLM mustarfdrem or ackmawkxlw Mr 3tmylcs1995 wink. (ThuYIcs, WI.

= WddllfoWaterDsVOIOplO~.@restlorr@ 1]s.5 im the SarrrtnvaW Wd41& SOCICtY

flulktrn 1995,23(3): 663-675] GrvenIhc relevanceof M studyIOthe dwxmen of w~ Of
warcrdcvdopmcrrtsPrrqmscdhere,tbc agency’s6ithrrcto cne [M artmlc k ra.smmshmg

7/1
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W’CCwith Detkmkmof WitttlifcandIIOIMtfmtcuonrlativc impwt ennlyda usttw 13FA w
in.wkqlcIIc. TM BLMtmsCtCCtt4ito sIs@y twl soox OftbC S4tiYklCSwhxh occw on (he rm@
but tiled to subjecttbc htaoyof sgcncyacthmio to cumuiatweimpactcmalym.A cumulahw
impact, as defiruzdby f4EP& fi “tk Impacton the cnvlmmrscm wtwh rcsultx from rhc
mcrcmcntai @c! of b =don wb @ m O@ P=% P=u\ ~ m~ti ~~mblt
fumrc amfcmsmgxrdkaa ofwitat mgcocy(Fmdcrator oois-Fedcm5) or pmxrsuvImtakcs da
other asttoos,” 41fc.FJL #l S08.7.Pmvidrnga aufticknt cormdadvetrnpactamdynsi9czhacal
soaidingthepublicauddcckkm-tnakts intmrlm-tattduwthe fullrmgc of impactsMwcIated
withSk pmpoacdproject.

Apnrpu astafymkof tk datk tmfractaof & PMPOSCdahUWOUkt comodm b
impacts of thisamtioniasrcfatiidp to * P@ fXCSC@@ _bk f@SM-k$ oo~
tsIO&wfdcbttVIyicO@CttbCptOt@O~ ~ a#POiCS$idd cV+@ tk _ OfibS’OSEpbtS
00psmrsbosnmmtnhtybsrctatfonsoothcrmngcactivitiesthat infhmcc pmngtmrnmortolity.
%tilsrty, drmpokruuddssturbameawocbstedwnh Ik propowdpsqccf shmddbaw tin
SmiyzcdMilgtdOfcxbtiogdMmtXmwfactorsammcmtufWlehSlgeslcyor pubilcuseOftk
rsmgf!.

Feckmicasdaw srrdmsda thatmotcshunanVXC ~ k sequh tnNMMII
LM&Mm!mv.fJ “=fsf~ 137F.3d 137Z 1379(9rnCir. 1998),lhENmtb
CirctskYMUX hold&:

[amsccordwith NFIP&[m fakrat mgcrwyl~ ‘coOdder’ ummlkve impti
40 c.FJL 5 15tJ8.ti(c). TO ‘marddd csndmbw eiiiwq some qrmatitkd or
dchikai imforrmtkus k rqskcd. Wtiut suchioforrnnrimsjrxttbcr tbc c4surr9
nordm pubtic! blxoviewiog OE [aser!q”i] dcdsiona, cart k mwrcd that the
[WPCY)@dti~kkbttiqMm~ti&

F-MPbdsddd. ELM buspvidd m sodsqramtificd or dctullddinsisrmatimron ttm
curmdatwc impscm to she public ink pmsessTcasa Thw nmtheadscconrrsnorsix pub!iccam
tc asmrcdthat W-Mhasprovided(k hardlookwfdchNEPArcqrsims][tojmvitlt.SUM
“fL@s+-~ abaSt‘fxmsibk’Ci%CUand ‘somcrisk’,do tmtWIL%MJCC~ %xrf look’
mbamntaydfimiion regardingwhysnnrcdeLioitsvc”mtlmmbon could 00r Im prowtd” the
JJLMhas oot eatufkd NEPArcgardmgttwmmuiatfwtmpw@ mUJYSm W

firSqwsfto 5ithsrot!$tivitb the SgUXksfraveks Coosid%at nmioimun%tire POtCUtlBt

dcveloprocrsIof addisiomdi@Ie Piotsmd tk needM mdtod= addidcmrsiFmnghm m @U
mnmkdvc rrapsctAomtpk

fisadditlok thEDEAco@ns mnsnXkrnofat kast~o~o@WWUudom
propxcd wticnswtdcb io@tc# wishSIXpm ml actmq may bsve cotmtetlw ernpactson
pronghom or other mmUWCS. YFM ttm BL,M s tlOW wmicttakmK m mcfyasm ofthc

trmrspmtdmt spem on tbe BhfGiL h taqwsepossIIle that snmeof & mumsoffuf whichthe
fbrageplotsAl & conskoct~ or wlmham inrcrrdcdtiww to IUIU1wsmr.wouldottws-wwuk-=
clod to atluaa andmwgetmtcdwcmKdotfiwrim project ‘tlms,mmof tks nqacts ofltw
psqect may ha 10 pmhtdk she demon as to wfskh tmvciroute$w-IIIremrorsopca lti MM

El&l 66c-L14
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md olhcrngcnm.smustthereforecxammothe potetrmdimpactof[h~ prnf-m+edactmnontk
lrasr9parrarlotitiyl’ccm

15 SC=@ the DEAcootains00 tnmrdosaof ihc iocation of the prnposed fmnga
cnbanccoxm ptota 0s rclntmo to ofigowg mthtory mctwii~ partmdasly mlhtary tra-mmgmtma
(kff&), It h POSSfbtC h! MMC Ofti ptOtSsMybe fm?ateddiiiy Utld= or sdjmznt us

hfll-fs ISSJXItisr cxttcrnc Iuwlcvel (kiicoptw downto SO’abdvcgsmurdkw (AGLJ fixedwmg
dmn to 200’AGL) or supersonic thght. Tltom typs of owxfIigluu gmerao= b most unw tk
trslst aurfmsa#and tbos thmmat ptmmdat dkmrbaocc ro SoOomo ptoogboalt. AmySubmcquendy
pmparmdNfZPAducnmentmwt dwioae the Iocatiott oftbc Ibage cnbarxcsmmt plots in rcbrdon
to ongcong aud ~pwd rmidary atr and @ acuvmcs. Wc iSt@]y YSZ4StSOmOdthat BLM
pmwde maps displaying the Iwmtionssf&e axtivitle$, It wnrkt itufced & on&tumfc tftk

foragcpiots cudedup imtng Souoranpsortghom tn me-es wiurc they were CMS! dmrbcd by
UtiiuaryOpcmdnsm

Th~ tbc DIIAcorstahum tsmrsdonof the * to whichthe Border Patmiorothm law
1b /enforcementsmzncitsusctk roIJtEsoff of wfuch!& fmagc pb!s ml] frmCm&&-ted! Any

1’7

SO@UCflWmm WA dounmad must addressdsss-prhmmalcumuktivc impacLcodmuss
dtsdnsck thepuqm% ussuscandcxtcmtof tow.w&Imesnmtttma of the mutes,

ln*qEm~Yh@&ti~tiz*@dsOta~

OCtiOSIWhkil h a sO#JOr MtW213k h, ~ Wilktl WUUki iikCl)’ fO~W Sk MCCCSS(ifaSly) QLthe
mw~ @o~ M-M pmpm= thes those tbtage ~ptotswdl .ntsnonfnradmsdc
m rmq umd otbcr pqadntioos of 9oaussuopmngbom am crtdtczhmi throughtmsxplaritalton
~~ tEA MS$ mot-to 2, atmm Y@ ths IMLAwotmmsabmulurclyrmdEua!ssmnof bow,
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March 23,2000

Ms (lul Acheson
Yumtr F}eld Office Manger
2555 E Gda Rtdge Road
YumA Arizona 85365-2240

. .._ “.. ----

Dear Ms Acheson:

On behalf of the 380,000 members Qf Defenders of Wtldl:k
(Defenders), mchzd”i~ 7,000 members who restde m .+rzonz I submit rhe
following comments rJn tbe L)rafl Environmental Assessment (DEA) for the
Sonoran ProrrShom Hab,tat Forage Enhancement Project ;EA-~ Z-JSO-99-
045)

The Endangered Specws Act (ESA) spec!fies [hat agenctes must da
everydrrng m the!r power to recover federally listed spccws Ilns mandate,
however, was not lntendcd to allow agencies to forgo the Imph?mematton of
tried s.nd proven recovery slratcgles in favor of mme mdtcal, untested. and
potermally dangerous strategies whmh maybe more palatable 10 the interests
of the agencws. [n this case, pronghom recovery WIII only be. achieved If
there M sufficient hab!tat sulqect to mmlmal human dtsturbancc iwadable to
[hc iuumals, VJlule, m an Ideal world, semng aside the Goldwater range m Its
enhrcty as a perrrmnent sanctuary for pronghom would be preferable,
Defenders has never advocated this approach to pronghom rccavety Rather,
Defenders has advocated a substirrmal modlficanon of human use of the range,
mcludmg mditary use, to provldc increased protccrlon to prorrghom and their
hrdm~at,partxmlrirly during the sprrng and summer months which are so
crmcal 10pronghom fawns

Defenders IS concerned, however, {hat the proposed recovery strategy
ISsupported by certain agencies because they am more concerned about
convergence than true recovery These pamcular agenctes have demortstra[ed
httle interest tn lmplementmg substantive changes m their land use
management practices 10 help recrrver the pronghom Instead the agencies
prefer to support alternate strateges -- like the current proposal -- whlclt
contmr a number of unknown risks, bul winch are percewed as potermally
penrtming [he agenctes to conmttte [o mmage the range Without subsmrmve
change Furthemrorc, Defcrrders beheves tha[ the md!tary agencies are
suppornve of the cur-rem proposal pnmarrly bemuse forage plots, If
successfitli WIIIshorrsIop pmnghom reducing them occupatmn ofm]lnary
target areas thereby mcrcasmg Ihe avallablhty of these sites for tmmmg
exercises

, !’



I I Addmonal detiul ISreqtumd m the DEA 10ensure that the pubhc unclershmds die
proposal and cm prepare .wtbstantlve mmmrcnrs on the enwronmenral Impacfs of the proposed
itctlon Furthermore, the range ofal[emauves offered should be expanded to reflect a remrrn,!hle

z I riznge ofaltcmatwes as requtrcd by the Nanonai Enwronmemal POIICYAct (NEPA) Finally, the

3

‘ analysts of enwromnental Impacts should also be mom detailed as the DEA fads to consldcr
many of the direct, mdwect, and cumulauve Impacts inherent to the proposed project -- Impacts
whtch may cause greater hanrr to the Sonoran pronghom compared to the no-ac[[on altemauve

Defenders encourages the agcncles to take a mom cauhous and methochcal approach to

study the detafls and impacts of a hrnlted number of forage plots before possibly expanding the
forage plot network as proposed m the DEA To facdltate this approach, Defenders supports a
hmited vcraton of the proposal outhtwd m [he DEA as summarized as follows

A. Construct and operate a forage enhancement plot orstslde of pronghom hnb!tat on
the Goldwater Range, The purpose of this plot IS ro gather the detmls assocmmd wltb the
construction and operation of tbe plo!s (M,, cost, personnel reqmmments, Umei amount of
disturbance) and to dctcrtmne whether watcnng the desert WIII succeed m productng an

aPProPnate quahty’ and qwnttty ISf forage Th!s experimental plo[ may have to be Operated for
an ennre year so that the agencies ‘canasccrraln the effecuwmess of the plot during dlfferenr
seasons.

B. Dersendm~ on the ntfonnauon obtained from the suwle extwrrmental plot, the.- -.
agencies should ctthcr tcrrntnate the project or, pending appmpnate envtmnmental tmpact
analysts m a legally sufficient Envum-u’nental Assessment or Envrronmcrmd Impact Statcmrmt,
proceed with the development of addhional enhancement plots within pronghom huhitat
Additional NEPA comphancc IS esscrmal prror 10 any addttmnal plot development to report the
resuhs of the smglc plot experiment to the publlc and to provtde tbe pubhc with an opportrurtty
to understand and commeru on the full range of Impacts associated with forage plot development

c. Thcforage plots should be developed at those sItcs where trisdmonal Tohono
O’odham farrrung methods can be tsnhzcd to create forage plots while mwumlzmg environmental

4 Impacts These plors should only be used during those years when severe drought condttustrs
exist. Other techmqucs, as disclosed m the DEA, could also be used !fsuccesstul in Ihe stngle

cxpenmental plot and pending cnvtrorrrrmntal !mpact analysts

5

D. The agencies’ desire to create food plots for the pronghom IS part of a conurtmng
effort to rrmnipulate the dew-t env]ronmert$~ make II more habttable and productive for a vnde
vanery of arumals. In the past, these marnp~lattons have been m the form of as-ufictal water
sources There IS little conchmve ewdence, however, ~hat aruftcial waters are needed by or

lDefcmders k concerned about the quality of the v“ater that the agenctcs propose to use to
water the forage plors. Consequently, the pilot plot analysls mus[ Include chemical analysls of

the forage produced on the plot to determme whether it contains dangerous levels of pcs[]c!des,
heaw metals, or other potentially toxtc compounds

~

bcneti[ desert w!ldhfe (Broyles 1995), mcludmg pronghorn, and pronghom use of these facllmcs
6 ISncghglblc Even the Artzona Game and Ftsh Departmem, a Iong-tlmc proponent of am ficml

wa[ers, concede that, due to study ttmlta[lons, “knowledge of w!ldhfe water development effecrs
rests on a shakv foundahon” (Rosenstock et al, 1999) Even if lhere were conchsswe wtdence

q that artdiclal Natws benefit wlldhfe, there remams a fundamental qucstmn of whether the
marupulatton o(the natural envmmment IS acceptable Indeed, the DEA Itself s[ates that the case
for amtic!al !\,ater developments IS not proven Defenders does not support the construction of
arntimal wafer developments at rhe food plot sites

~urthermore. it IS essen~hat the aeencles connnue to !rlent!r% rmd Irgnlement ch~~
10thew own land and achvlty management pracuces to bent?fir the rrrorwh~

1. Tbe DEA must cotisider alternative strategtcs to recover the prrsrrghorn.

J? The tone of the DEA suggests that the agmtctes beheve !hat thvi pro]ect IS the only
Iegtumnte means ofrecovmrnrz !he Pouulauon. However, for years, Detwulers has advocated for. .
reasonable changes m the manasjcment practices of the itgenctes, pamcularly !he mlhtaty and
BL&l, 10 bcnetlt the pronghom with only Ilmitcd success

‘?

Defenders is concerned that the proposed pro]ect will hc used as an excuse by the
agenctes to resist any addlttonal changes to thew mmagemcnr of the lands and acnwues under
thcu’Junsdlcnrm Wlule tbls may not be the intent of the agencies suppornrrg the fJEA, there IS
not a single s!alement m the DEA to suggest that the agencies are cormdertng and WIIIcon[lrrue
to cons]der o[ber land management changes to atd pronghom recovery The reullty is that there
ts an abundance of mtrnagcmcnt acuons that each of the ngencles could Implcmco( Immcdldtely
to benefit the pronghom.

The t3LM, for example, should retme the cattle allotments wt~hm Ihe range of the
pronghom and remove all fences. Not only IS th]s habitat not ecologically conducive 10 mttle
gazing, but ttre males of fences intended to cotuam cattle have hkel y prevented pmnghom from
ustng all potennal rangelrmd Though many of the fences have been mod!tied 10 be pronghom
friendly, ~herc ISno evldmce [hat the pronghom are aware of these modifications. Ifthc
pronghom have learned that these fences have hmoncally b~cn a barrier to movcmem, It IS

unclear that the modificanon of a single wire wdl suddenly tnggcr pronghom mw.wmcnts mm
!hese previously off-hm]t lands

The mlhtacy agenc}cs, pirrttcularly the Au Force rmd Manrw Corps, should munedmtely
cease all actiwues on S-Tat and N-Tat from February through June whtch encompasses the

pronghom fawning period and the first several mon[hs of a fawn’s life This closure must apply
to all acovl[les .- atmal and ground-based -- to cffecttvcly create a sanctuary for pronghoms
ffunng this cnocal period of the year Even supposing that the changes imposed to date by the
Ar Force on the mcucal ranges -- namely the Implemm[atton ofa momtontrg program -- have
Ircncfited [he proughom, tb]s program M only aa good as [he number and sLIII of [he observers
and It does no[ prowde for the Icvcl of pm[ecnon requmed by the pmnghom Furthctmore. WIUIC
the mllnory may claim rhat low-level supersomc Jet overflights do not hate ~dverse m]pacts nn

3

,,
(r



[he pranghom. a chum that has yet to be proven, bombmg and smiting actwmcs, hehcopter use
of the Iacucrrt ranges by the Nattonal Guard, and the myrtad of ground based actwmes (1-F_,
ordinance clean-up, target cstirbbshment and repw, contractor aCrlVllJeS, and reseirrch act Ivmes)
continue 10represent a dtrcct and mdmect threat to the well-being afthe pronrghom *

9 In addition to Implementing actions beneficial to pronghom recovery, the agencies mus~
not pcnnft actions inconwstent w!th pronghorn recovery. Road consmsc!!on, expansion, or

improvement (1.e, pavtmj should not be pertrutted wtthm ex!stmg or porermal prmtghorrr
habuat The proposed cxpanslon of highway 85, parttctslarly wnhm the Organ Pipe Cactus
National Monument mtm not be perrmtted, Increasing speed bmtts for vehicles on prrmary and
secondary roads should also be opposed since this increases the rtsk of atttomobllelarnmal
acc!dents for prmtghom and other wlldbfe,

10 FmaI1y, all of the agencies whsch havejurisdtction over human use of the mngc should
establish addj!lonal resmc!lmrs on when. where, and how the public can use the ranrw Ifim

‘ effechve sanctum-y M 10be estabhshed f& the pronghom, particularly between Feb;ary and
June, human access to that land must be tightly controlled and resmcted to mwumum potential
d:sturbattce events.

If these and other reasonable charrges were made to cun’ent management pracncr.a, yet
pronghom recrumrtmr! and numbers dcchned, then at that point there maybe more mmtt to, mtd
suppoti for, the forage plot proposal If tbe agencies intend to ~mplement addmonal management
changes to md pronghom recovery as a stspplemcrrt to th~ forage plot project, then the f3EA
should contain a dlscusston of what addltmnal management changes are bi?mg considered In
adch!]on, the agenmes should explain why the implementanon of these changes should not
precede the proposed constrttctlon of forage plots to detemrme if the latter, far more controversial
effort, IS even necessary,

?-. The agencies should establlsh a test plot to gather the information necessary to
3 prov~de sufficient detail shout the proposed project to permit informed puhhc

comment.

8

The DEA chums that If the proposed project ISnot Implemented “oppomurmes to
improve habitat and recover [he Sonorrm pmnghom would be foregone “ J3EA at 8 There IS no
questton that the Sonoran pronghcrm IS endangered, but to refer that IIIIS action IS the last and
only hope for recovery IS mlsleadmg and demonstrates the agenc!es’ unw!llmgtress 10 cxam!ne
thew own act]ons. Indeed, If the no acno~ pltemauve were selected, It would not preven[ othtr
Important recovery s!ra!cgms from bmn~ implemented.

12.

‘Remarkably, ,%rny Alr National Guard helicopter trammg west of 1-85, hm app,wcn!ly
never been srrbJect to rcwew pursuant to .sIther the NEPA or the ESA

4

II
Indeed, the Alr Force J3!olog]cal Opmmt which first contemplates the enhancement of

forage production through supplemental watering calls far a test plot outside of pronghom
I hahltat

As a first step, a series of[reatments and controls would be Iald out at a Iocatvmr
outside the current known range of the prongbom but wtthm [he BMGR [Barry
Goldwater Range] The obJectlve of the prehmmmy study would be to Identify
the most cost effectwe and rehable means for enhancing forage vegetittlon for
pmnghom Once the best techruques or combination of techmqucs have been
dwemnned, [hev would be employed at Iocatlons wllhm the BMGR to be
detcnnmml by [be CWCi [Recovery Team]

Rewsed Btologtcal Opu-non for the Sonoran Pronghom, 6/12/97, p 43

Defenders re.ahzes that II IS !mperattve to lake imon to promote specms recovery before
the spec!es declines to such a small sIzrz that recovery IS not pcrmvble However, we support a
slower, more conservauve approach to thts particular project because of the slgrutlcant
uncertainties associated wuh Hs Imp lemencatlon Defenders IS not sttggestmg that the agencies
do nothing to promote pronghom recovery Rather, [he agmtcles should cmrrccmrate on those
recovery stratcgms that each can Implement immediately (q changes in land USC?practlccs)
whi[e tbe forage plot proposal IS subJcct to testing and tisrrher evaluanorr

The DEA does not pmvlde sufticlent detml about many aspects of the proposed action t[
permit reformed and substannve pubhc comment Whtle the DEA reports that plot preparation
may take 3-4 days and IS hkely to involve campmg near the .sIte, the DIZA does not speclfi how
many people and what type of equlpmcnt WI}I be requwed to construct each s]tc Glvmt the
fiaglhty of the desert ecosystem and the sensmvtty of the pronghom 10 ground-based disrurham
!n pmncular, the number of people and equlpmcrr! needed at each s[tc WIII Indisputably affect [1
enwronmental Impacts associated with plot crsnstrtacuon.

Slm]iarly, though the proposed pmJect mchedes a number of dtfferent actwlt]es assocm
with each plot Iocatlon (J_L, ploI constntcuon, vegetation s~mplmg, ramfitll gauge momtonng,
water deliveries, eqmpment repatr, pronghom observation, and predator/predation morutonng),
be rJEA contains no analysls of the amount of human acttwty at each forage plot an a dally,
weekly, or monthly basis Consodermg that exmm-ig uses of the range (~ mll]tasy use, researc
ictwltles, recreational access) may be cxcess]ve and adverse to the prongbom, substarmally
ncrcasmg the acnwty Icvcl would appear to be anuthctmal to prorrghom recove~

The description of rhe forage plots and thew specItic treatments also require more detail
rhc DEA, for example, reports !hat “some enhancement of forage condltmns wll be reqtured
iunng years of low mmfal[,” DEA at 5, yet there IS no mformarlon about whar con.wtrutes low
a]nfall 1[ IS unclear ifa “low rainfall” dctet-muratlon WIII be based on [he amoum crfwmter
‘itms, summer rams, or a combmanon of the IWO Since [he Iong-mrm environmental Impacts c
he protect are deprmdent on the frequency wirh which forage plots are active, defining “low
am firll” and comparing that amount to hlstoncal rainfall data to detemrme how tYequendy tom
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lots may be used is essential If the pubhc is to rmderstanrl the potential overall .mwronmcn[al
Irmp,ctsofdsepro,!?c,

1

Sim!lrwly, while the agencies contend that the forage plot project WIIIbe tenn]natcd I f the
plots do not produce sufficient forage or if the pronghom do not use the plots, the agencies
should provide merssurable crttena to make [i-resedetmrmnatlons, Such cmerta must be
es[abhsherl and rcponed to the public so that there IS some concrete basis for determmmg the
future use of forage plots If the agencies elect, despite the ewdence m th[s letter, to implement
the project.

The proposed project also urvolves the burning of creosote to create a mom open habitat
condmon on forage plors to benefit predator detection by pronghom The DEA falls to d!sclose
the extsttng denstty of creosote on each plot and what amount of creosote WIHbe deswoycd
wlthm each arco. Creosote represents potenttat habitat for a number of desert spec!es and, thus,
IISdestnrctlon WIII result m envtrormrental Impacts which arc not disclosed or chscussed m [he

J DEA

/

Ftnally, the DEA proposes to seed fomgc ploIs to s[imulate ihc produc[lott ofa vmrcty of
desert rurnuals and perenmals. Wiule the agencies intend to use a seed source as free of weeds as

15 possible, the DEA prowdes no ewdence that the species represented [n [hc seed mm aclually
LTOWon the forage plots Wtule all of [he species m the seed mlx maybe fmurrt m dm Sonrrran
dcswt, certain spectes mrry not grow m ccrram places due to a number of factors Inimducmg
rhese species tnto a previously unoccupmd area cmrtd result m a change m the floral assembl.ige
and desert ecotogy on and beyond the forage plots.

Given Ihe controversy and slgrrificrmt tmpacts assoc]irted with the proposeri project, [t IS
pamcularly unprsrtant that the agenc!es provide such deta!l to the pubhc To do so, Defenders
recommends that the agmrcms construct and operate of a test plot rstrtslde ofpronghom habltal
Thts plot, wh[ch should incorporate all of the actwmes proposed m the preferred Mcmfllwe [I g ,
dnp Imgation, creosote burning, water dellvenes, vegctrrt!on samphrrg, howhng surveys, cIt ),
WIII reveal many ofthc dctmls associated with plot development, !nclud]ng whethtr the plms WIII
produce abundant forage, which can be mcer-tmncd smd used m subsequent env!ronmctrl,d
analysts

3. The DEA must evntuate a range rrf reasonrrble altcrrratives.

I

The Nauonai Environmental Poh’cy Act (NEPA) reqture agerrcms to “ldentlfy and assess
f~ the reasonable alternatives to proposed actlona[har wIii trvold or mlmm]ze adverse effects oi

these aetlons upon [he quahty of the human enbwonment “ 40 C F.R. $1500 2(e)

The three alternatives offered m the DEA fad to encompass a rcmonable range of
altematwea As written, the DEA offers two alternatives which caii for the consmsctlon of 14
forage piots wlrh dtffcrcnt waterrng regtmes and a no-action aitemat[ve There are many other
reirsonabic altematlves, as tdcntlfied below, winch shouid be considered by Ibc ,lgcn~tes

1(, A 1A
Creosote bumtrrg.

The bummg of creosote ISpan and parcel of Altemrdlves A (prefemed alternmve) turd ff
tn the DEA instead ofcombmmg this strategy with forage enhancement and amtictai water
development, rhe agenctes should corroder an aitemanve which emphasizes creosote bum]ng
aiorre as a recovery strategy Creosote usurps a subsranturl amount of water pr.svcvrttng IISuse bl
other desert plants [n irddltlon, creosom, deprmdmg on tts derrstry, creates a iess-op.m hab![at
which may facditate predatton ofpronghom By desrroytng creosote, tile agencies intend 10
create open hab!rat to potentml]y reduce the nsk ofpredatlon on pronghom and to free up ratnfd
and groundwatcr for use by other desert pirmts

Creosote bummg alone, therefore, provides the potc.nual benefits oflncreased projection
from predators and enhanced forage production whlie avo!dmg or mmlmtz!rrg ccrram po[err[ml
adverse tmpacts (W disturbance, d]seasc transmlsston, economtc costs, and pcrsonnei needs)
assocta[cd wtth the preferred alternative llus aitemat!ve IS not without pommai Impact Not
oniy wIiI there remam a r-rskofpmdanon, !ncludmg a porentlai increase tn nsk If fomge
pmducnon chsrngcs smaii mammal density and dtsmbutton. but rhe deswuctton of creosote wIli

remove potwrual forage arrrt/or habitat for certa]rr spec~es By avmdmg the rweri for welt
drrlljng, water del]very, vegetauon sampimg, predauon surveys, and other actlwtlcs mherem 10
the proposed proJcct, this opttcrn IS s~mpier, iess mpensrve, and icss dlsturhmg 10 both the
prorrghnm mrd the desert enwronment compared to the prefer-red allematlvc

/t!Pf3 I B Fonrge Plots Without Free-stmrdmg Water”

The agencies considered but reJected this ahemanve claimurg that free water assls[s
pronghom m dlgestmg htgh-protetn forage DEA at 9. No cltatton or other suppon IS prowded
10nsbstannatc this cialm Wiule pmnghom m iess and habitats may hrrve a greater need for
water, tiIC adaptauon of the .Sanoran pronghom m the Sonoran desert habitat suggesrs tha[ fie&-

s!andmg wa!erls not cntleai to the aur-vtval ofti~c ammals fJniess [he ugencles cut prov!dc

accura[e and compciiurg evidence that Sonoran pronghom require free- stanci]ng waler 10 surwvc
J forage-plot-only aitemflt!ve should be aubjec[ [o more serrous constdcrat ton

Ic
Amticlal Feed+

lLs C-
If forage IS the hmmrrg factor for pronghom, the agcurcles shouid consider using

srrppiemental amiic[al feed as one of !he altemiruvcs. Food pellets would have it dtfferent rype
of Impact [ban watering that may prove to be iess altering to the environment an[i less d!sturh]n!
10 ti]e pronghom Mmty of the potcnnai dlsadvantagm assocl?teci wltb wntertng the desert COUI
be avotded, Impacts like numerous, successwe trips to water the. ground, use of water,
tnstailat!rm ofa semt-prmrranent stnrcmre - dnp !mgatton tubes, and !he possible grmwh of
mvaslve species wouid be ehmmated An anitlclai feed aitemauve at a mtnlmum, should
consldcr the Impacts of the posslblilty ofdommticanon of prongbom and the Impacts 01 ,u-nfics
feed on associated wiidhfe
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IfJD ] D Land Usc Management

As prewouslv stated, there are I number ofexismtg threats to the survwrd and wab[hly of
the pronghorts which can be reduced rmdlor mltiga[ed if fhe agencms wmrld alter exlstmg land
use practices. Unfortunately, no agency has substarmvcly altered Its land use practices to
enhance pronghom recovery efforts T’fusakemanve would describe and assess the !mpwts of
all of the poterrnal land usc changes whtch mm be [implemented by the agenmes lmmed]atcly 10
facihtatc pronghom rccovcry

llPE IE TrarfmonalMethods:

Instertd of Implementing an action that WIII requwe, depending on the partlctrlar plot,
discing, drtp mrtgat[on mstallatmrt, water dehvmy, amfic~al waler fac]hty constmcnorr, creosore
bummg, and other acnvhies, this altemanve would usc only tradition Tohono-C)’odham fwrrsmg
techmqucs on a smaller number of p lots m appropriate areas to enhance forage production
Wlule this rcchruque tnvolves the mampulanon of the mwwotrnrent, the mampuiatlon E
accomphshed in a less uttntsive manner and the short and Iong-temrt disttrrbanccs associated with
thts alternative are much less than the prefemed altcmatwe This method IS patmcularly
appropriate m baJada and wash hab!tats where d[versmns can be created to slow or stop water
movement thereby mcreasmg forage abundance. Consuienrrg that pronghom tend to use ba]irdir
rmd foothdl habttars more frequently m the summer, when chmatlc conditions are most harsh, the
modification of such habttats using tradiuonal tecluuques would prowde addmonal forage whim
itwould be potennally most beneficial to !he pronghom

/bF1 “ Cholla plaartmg”

In the past, [he agencies have suggested that chain frmt cholla was a crtucal food for the

.— ‘pronghom both for fomgc and for water (& Final Rcwsed Sonoran Pronghom Rccovrxy Plm
at 19). It has been postulated !hal fhc lack of fawn access to lhc frul~s of the mature choll~ hive
adversely impacrcd their survwal and recruitment, Despite the apparent Importance of choll I to

‘ the pronghom, the agencies have failed to mchrdc an ai!emanve m fhe DEA which proposes [he
seeding ofcholla in areas appropriate for such plants.

Tlus suggested long-term altemauve calls forcholla plantlng instead of the proposed
foiagc and water enhancement efforts By eventually enhanc!ng cholla abundance on the rm~c,
more succulent cholla fiwts would be. available to pronghom adults and f~wns potcrmally
stlmrtlatmg increased fawn suwwal and rec~ltment, Thts altcmanvc would be prefmablc to {he
proposed actjon because H IS s]mpler, les$ costly, and revolves far less disturbance to the
pronghom and the desert envtronmcnt and should be considered an addlt[onal al[emative

4. The DEA should be supplemented to prnperly evaluate the mrv!rnnmental Irup.tcts
of the proposed project.

The environmental Impact analysis section of any enwronmental document is tntenderf to
prowdc the publtc wnh an accurate cvaluat]on of the enwronmcntal consequences of the

preferred acoon and any altematwes The mfotmatton used IS supposed to be ofh!gb quahty
the analysls M supposed to be accurate In this case, the agenctcs have faded to evaluate mmv
[he environmental consequences associated wnh the proposed pro]cct A summary of many o
the wsues which were not evaluated or no! properly evaluated is prowded below

)7 A Predation.

I
The D’EA suggests that the forage plots/water developments are not hkety to ~mpact

predator/prey dyrmtmcs or the risk of prm-qhom prcdauon bccauw predators found m the
.Sonoran desert am not behevcd to be dependent on water TINSclalm, however, M not supporte
by the sclenttfic hterarure As reported by Roscnstock et al , (1999), there m evtdence that wat

, developments attmct mrsmmaltan predators The obsewarlon of predators and them sign were
greater at water dcvelopmmrts compared to unwatered control sites (Schmidt and DeStefano,

1996) More specifically, Cutler (1996) observed 6 preda[or species, mcludmg coyotrw, bobc:
and mountam hens at water developments m Artzmra The DEA fads to dlsctosc or discuss [h
evtdence

Even tfpredators were not dependent on water, this dots not ellmtnare the potentmi
Impact of the proposed forage and water developments on prrmghom and other anrmals tf the
toragc plots result In an abundance of forage, the denstcy and d[srrrbuttori of small and Iiwge

mammats may mcrcase As predators mly on mammrds for a ma]or portmn of them diet, an
, increase In smalt aruilor large mammal densny on and around forage enhancement plots WIII

mdmputably impact prcdaror acttwues, The DEA, however, hmns irs analys]s of prmkttor
impacts to wavsr developments and falls to even consider how forage rmhancemcrr[ plots, !f
successful, may alter predator/prey dynarmcs, If, as M expected, prcdmor numbers wdl mcreas
near forage enhancement plots in order to take sufvantage of an mcrtmse tn the density of small
mammals, Iargc mammals, mcludmg the prorvghom, wtli be m an increased nsk of prcdatmn

Furthermore, Ihc agcrrcles propose to destroy creosore to create more open habmt to
prowde pronghom with an mcrcascd opponunity to detect preda!ors while using !he plots Th
strategy may reduce predation nsk on a pomon of the experimental plots, but [f predator dcnsi!

‘ Increases as a result of forage enhancement Impacts on mammal densltles, the prcdatlon nsk fo
pronghom enrerrng and ewtmg the plots -- stnce these areas WIII not bc manrputated -- wIII be
higher rhim If no mampulauon occurred Moreover, since crcosotc wrll only bc throned near
roads to presewc the visual characteristics of the area and since [hc area near the road IS[he cm
area that will bc regularly watered, the nsk of predation where !he forage M to be enhanced w!’
be higher than If no mantpulauon occurs

Is’ I ‘“ t31seasc

For decades, the Arizona Game and Fish Department and federal agenclcs have actwel
promoted the construction of artttic(at warm developments in and landscapes to allegedly bcn
wildlife These developments have been based on the assumption (hat water is ]Iml[!ng In and

landscapes, and that by pmwdmg water, wlldhfe will benefii More recently, thts assumption
has come under increased scrut[ny (Broyles 1995, Attachment 1, Brown 1998, Broylcs 1998)
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Frrrrfren-norc, crrrrcnr evidence strggms rhat srntlctal water ckvclopnrents are not beneficml to all
spec!cs (Rosenstock ct al, 1999, Broyles 1995) and that ecological effects of water developments
are poorly understood (Roscns!ock C!al . 1999)

Tbe scfertt!fic htcrature does nor provide compelhng evidence to suggest that the Sonomn
pronghom rcqtures free-s[andorg waler to sur-wve Wlule alter pronghom populations may have
a demonstrable need for tlce-starrdmg water, they have not evolved m a landscape as harsh as dIc
Sonorrsn pronghom The mere fact that Sonoran pronghom have been observed dnnkmg horn
bomb craters or&am natural or armfictal water developments does not consntute proof that
pronghom require water for srrr-mval, More than hkely, the Sonoran pronghom IS oppommlmc
m Its use of free-strurdmg water -- usnsg (he water Ifavadable but not reqrrmng the water for
surwval. Consldenng that more than 129 natnral and amtlcial water sources cxlst w!thln the
western portton of the Goldwarer Range and the Cabeza Pnem Nat]onirl W]ldhfe Refirge, mrmy
of whleh occur m pronghom habitat, !f tlee-standmg water were crucial for pronghom surwval
then one would expect that the population should be larger than Its current size

hrdeed, ss the scmrmfic evidence mdicares, !he prohferauon of amficml water
developments may be doing more hams than good to the Sonoran pronghom as a result of
increased predation, mcmtsed compet!tlon, and mtra and mter-spcclfic dlsr,ase transmission ‘

The role ofamticml waters m dmeasrs Wansm!sslon IS both dwcct and mdmect Dwcc[
threats mchsde m’nmal consumption ofcontamurated or othervnse harmful writer whmh cm result
m dtsease and death Wbtlc the loss of one or even several arumals tlom a stable, secure
population may not be of biological slgntftcance as suggested by Rosenstock et al ( 1999), the
loss of any animal from a small poptrlanon IS of gmmer concern Thus, If am ficlal waters are to
be used by pronghom, then the agencms must Implemen! measures or proet}ces 10 routmcly
check the quahty of the water and to clean and disinfect those fac!l!t!es which arc rleter-m]rscd [o
conlarn cwttarrunatcd warcr +

lndirecrly, amftcia! waters provide habtrat for arthropod vectors whtch ftrcll!tate d[sease
trarrsm!ssion between and among spec!es According 10 blood rest rcsuhs from blood samples
drawn rlom capmred pronghom, these antmals have been exposed to Ieprospmosls, bluetongue
VUWS,and ep!zoottc hemorrhagic disease [&g, Attachments 2-6) Wlule It IS unclear whether
[hme diseases have adversely Impacted rhc Sonoran pronghrsm population, the ewdencc suggests
that adverse Impacts are possible For example, there IS ewdencc tn the htcrature that both

I J In nddltion, recording to many ag.$cy offlctals, Illegal aliens are aware O( and USC,the

I q aflificial water holes to cross the dcse~ Such usc may dlsnrrb and displace pronghom who may
be in the vtchuty This should be considered In cvalumtng the forage plot prolec!

‘ Thc agencies’ clatm thirt more arttticral wirer developments WIII broaden !Ite
dlsmbution of emmals reductng the potrmttal for dtsease transmmon IS wishful dunktng ilorc
than hkcly, wr tncrease m water developments wtll mcrcase the spread ofdiseme dwoughout the
affected arm,

bluetongue VII-USand cptzoottc hemot-rhag]c dmease can cause mottahty in pronghom
According to James DeVos of the Artzona Game and Ftsh Department, the high prevalence of
seroposntvc pronghom coupled wt[h low nutnttmsal status could have conmbuted to pronghom
morrahtles (~, August 4, 1998 letter from DeVas ro Donald T!ller; Attachment 2)
Furthermore, eplzootlc hemorrhagic dwmise may be causing reprorluctwe problems, tncludtng
reduced producnwty, m pronghom even lfthere ts no overt morfallry (&Y2,January $, 1999 Ierre
from Dr. Lynn Cmekmorc to Laura Thorrrpson-Olals; Attachment 3). Hoff and Trainer rcpon
that bluetonguc wrus and cplzorstlc herrrorrhaglc dtsease have resulted tn slgmficanr ep~zootlcs II
pronghom In addmon, according m Dr Creekmore of !he National W!ldhfe Health Cemcr,
Icptospwosls could be having an effect on fawn sur-wval by caustng aborhon or bmh of Infectcrf,
weak fawns

All three diseases are transmitted by arthropod vecrors generally mhabltmg mowt srem
Since the majority of the pronghom have Itk.ely been exposed to one or more of the dtsemes, thui
suggests that suttable habttat exists for these arthropod vectors on the range and that pronghom
and potwtttally other desert ungulates utthzc these hrrbttats Given {he condmons needed by (he
arthropods to sutvtve, cxlsttng artlftctal and natural water sources Ilkely provide habrtat for these
anhropods New water developments WI[1create new mrvmm-onenrs where these arthropods may
florrrtsh mcreasmg the nsk ofmtra and tnter-spectfic dtsease transmlsswrr to pronghom
Furthermore, the forage plots, because of the moist condmons and surcc crmmals mav conccntrwc
at these sires, may also act as a rcservolr for these arthropod vectors

ConslrJenng exposure to these dtscases appear ro be widespread m the prmrghom
poptslatlon and that the Impacts of these dtseases on pmnghom we potentially sdverse,
exacerbating the srwenty of the dtsease threar by creating new hahltats for those spccles who
Iransm]r these dtscase> IS O?espons!ble and anttthctlcal to prongborrr rccove~

Zo] c Ehstrsrbance

Whtle the Impact of low-level jet overtlghts on the pronghom may be nncertam, there
should be no debate that ground based acnvltles can result m substantial disturbance to
pronghom dtsplacmg them from Important and preferred habttats and Increasing [hew energy
txprmdmtres These impacts, m turn, can lead to reduced producttwty, tncremed susceptlblhty t
disease (due to nutriuon de.tlctenc!es), and death

In th!s case, tbe agencies concede that the constnrctmn of the forage/wamr plots and the
regular dellvery ofwarer to these plots Will result tn a tempor~ry d!shlrhance to pronghom ‘
Dcspl!e dus admmston, the ~gencles have completely faded to constder ill of the Ilhcly

3 Even tf~hc agenc!es should elect to tmplement the proposed project, constructmn of
forage mhancemenr plots should be delayed until, at a mtmmum, fitll Consuucrmg forage
enhancement plots during [he spring WIII result tn disturbance Impacts during the pronghom
blrthlng season
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disrurbancc factors asso;latcd with the proposed project and how tha[ level of disturbance WIII
tmpact the pronghom over the short and long-term

As proposed, the project revolves a substantial amount of human presence. on and around

each forage plot, [n addition to dclivermg water, there will be routine inspections of the drrp
tmgatlon system, rainfall gauge momtortng, fecal pellet collection, vegetrdion ssunplmg,
sys[emahe searches for pronghom carcasses, predator howhng surveys, and aerml and ground
based pronghom observation. lndced, the proposed project will substantially elevate the IKVC1of

human aettvrty and, thus, the amount of disturbance w[thm pronghom habnat to the detrtment of
prmrghom in the vicinity of thrs actiwty. As a result, the forage plots which are intended to
attract and benefit pronghorn may not be subject to the expected level of use by the pronghom

Ifthcse disturbance factors persist indetimtcly, the continual displacement of pronghom
tiom Important hab]tat and the mcrcased energy loss causing by a rcpmted flight response ro

gmund-based disturbance may result m decreased productmrr and increased mortahey. Even the
current level of dMtrrbance may be responsible, m part, for the low recmmncnt rate
demonstrated over the pss( several years.

fzl l). Pronghom Distribtnirsrt:

The DEA calls for the placement of forage enhancement plots in areas used by
pmnghom. If such plots are used by the pronghom this could alter the d!smbmlon, movement,
and habttst use patterns ofpronghom and other ungulates. The DEA, however, fads to address
both of these potential Impacts

Mditary agencies arc hapmg that forage plots wtlt effecttvcIy curtatl pmrrghom usc of the
tactical ranges where their presence prevents certain mllltary exercises Some have churned thtit
the nanrrat mlgrarory or wandcnng behawor of the pronghom WIII overcome any attmcurut
csused by the forage enftarscemcnt plots, Iesscmng the posslbihty of shorrsroppmg the prorrghom

Whether !hts is true cannot be detcrmmed based on the avadabk. evtdrmce tf forage plots
prowde an abundance of food and tfbeddughestlng habitat M close by, pronghom may choose

to maxtmize thc;ruse ofthcsc areas since all ofthcm biological needs may be sattsticd.

If forage enhancement plots alter distribution, movement, and Jmblta[ use patterns of the
pronghom and o!bcr ungr.da!es, the consequences could be sigruticam Not only could the
overat 1range of the ammals dccreasc but an Irrcreasc m ungulate density on and around forage
enhancement ptots could impact predator/p,t$y dynarmcs, trrcrcasc the potential for inter iurd
mtmt-speclfie dlscase transmission, and nrkrcase mtra and mter-specific compcntmn 6

6Furthcrmore, by altering ungulate dlsmbutlon, [his may result in mcremcd human
activities, mchrdmg bunnng, in those arms open to human use TJIIS may result In mcrmscd
dmrrbance and stress to the an!mals, Including the pronghom, potentmlly rcsul!lng In
dtsplaccment.

[n this case, both the proposed water developments and forage plots may attract other
ungulates to or near the e~penmental plots mcreasmg competmon between pmnghom and o!he

species for forage and posstbly water If pronghom are not aggresswe compentom, they may m

recewc the alleged beneft!s from [he experrmentrd PION mtendcd by the agcncws

22 E Preccdenti

There IS no precedent for the proposed action. Mule supplemenkd feeding of game
animals IS a common prscnce m some states, the purposeful development of forage plots and

aruficlal water sources to ald m the recovery of a hsted spccles has not ever been attempted A
a consequence, this pro]ecr, parrtcularly tf successfid, will set a dangerous precedent of using

habitat mantpulatron pmcuces to create ar?]tlc]al hab]tats to ald m the recovery of hsted speme
Thus, instead of rclymg on the estabbshment ofcntlcal habltaq preparauon ofconservat!on
agreements, or slmllar strategies to protect and preserve (he habttat of a hsted spec}es, recovery
will be achieved wlthour such potentially controverwal declslons by engngmg m brtbltat

marupulat]on to mamm!ze the number of mdtwduals from a bsted spccles who can ex!st on the
smaltes[ plccc ofhab[tat possible

The precedent, good or bad, which maybe estabhshed if the proposed pro]ect IS

Implemented and successful must be evaluated m an enwronmental document It M lmperatwe
that the pubhe undemtand the potcnttal precedent of tfus proJect and [for how it may Impact
other recovery efforts m order to prepare substmdwc and informed comment on the proposal

24 F Deserl ecology

Atthough the proposed pro]cct calls for the mtcnswe mampulatmn of the desert to crea[
hablrat which the agencies belleve WIII result m an Increase m pronghom fawn recru[tmerrf, the
is wrhsidly no dlscrsssion of how the proposed pro]ec[ WI1limpact desert ecolosY This Impact
urravoldable stnce the very tntent of the project ts to create floral oases m the midst of a hmsh
desert landscape Despltc thw obvtous Impact, the DEA contains no analysls of how the

proposed project may alter the ecology of the experimental sites and srsrroundmg lands, mchrdt
the potent]al changes m faunal and floml composltlon, nor doca the DEA discuss the

envmonmental tmpacfs of bummg creosote to other spccles who may usc creosote as habmu T
address thesti concerns the agenmes should, at a muumum, subleet the DEA to analyws by at

least two mdependen~ dcserr ecolog~sts.

2~ G. Soils’

Desert smls are tnercdlbly fragile The cryptohlouc crust which protects dmcn soil IS
easily damaged by human acttvlttes Iead]ng to tncrcased potential for wrrd and water mosmr
Thts, m rum, can result m the loss oftrrp SO!I ultimately ehmmatmg vegetatmrr The dcstrucl!c

ofvegctatlon serves only to exacerbate these Impacts since the roor systems of plants stabllwe
the SOII The proposed project Involves a number of actlvlnes, tncludlng creosote removo[,
dtscmg, water f~ctllty constructmrr, and hummr irct]vtltcs, which will dlshlrh [he soil’s crust,

,,
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potentially causing adverse ecological impacts The DEA should evaluate the potcndrd Impact of
lhe proposed project on !he desert sods on and m the vvwnty of the expwrmental forage plots

~gl H Cumulatwe Impacts.

The ctnmrlatwe impact arralysls m the DEA should be expanded. The agerrcw have
elected 10 simply list some of the acnwttes which occur on the range but faded to subject the
IIISIIY of agency actwtnes to cumrdatwe tmpact analysls A cumulalwe tmpact, as defined by
NEPA, is “tfrc impact on the cnvtronmerd which results from the incremental Impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable fimsre act]ons regardless of
what agency (Federal or non. Fcdetal) or person undertakes such other actions “ 40 C F R
$1508.7. Provtdmg a strfficrmt cumulatwe Impact analysls M crtcrcal to aldmg the public and
decw!on-makers m tmderstarrdmg the tisll range of ]mpacts associated with Ihe proposed prolect

A proper analysis of rhc cumtrlatwe Impacts of the proposed action would consrder the
tmpaets of the aetlon m rclattonshtp to other past, present, and foreseeable hrture irctwmes on the
mrrge which may Impactthepronghom The agcnc]es should evaluate the ~mpact of forage plots
on prorrghom mortahty m rckmon to other range actwmes that mflumce pronghom mortahty
S]mllorly, the potenttal dtsturbancc a.=.socmtedwith the proposed prqect should havo been
analyzed m hght of exlstmg dlsrurbancc fuctors assocmtcd with agency or pubbc use ofthc
range.

In regard to fismre acnvittcs, the agenc!cs have to con.wder, at n mtmmum, the potennal
development of additional forage plots and rhc need to radlocollar addlnonal pronghom m them

2 ~ I cumulative Impact analysls Constdenng the agenclcs’ interest m estabbshmg addmonal
pmnghom populations, should they proceed wuh the proposed project and lf it IS srscccssiiIl, tt IS
anrrclpated that the agcrrctcs may propose rhc development ofadd~ttonal fmage plots to exped![c
pronghom recovery, If the agcncles bclleve [hat this miry occur, the Imprrct of such an actmn
roust be considered m the cumulanve Impact arralysls In addthon, cmrsdcnng the agencies’
mtcnt m monrtor pronghom acnvmes m relanon to the pmposcd forage plots, [[ !s antlclp,ited
that addmonal prorrghom may need to be collared to ald m this effort If this IS the case, the
agcncles must also conslrferthe tmpacts of th[s acrtvrry m the context of a cumulatwe ]mpacr
arralys]s ‘

Conclusion

While fcw question the need to mcr~pse the number of Sonoran prorrghom to preserve
this endangered subspec!cs, the agencies ap’pear to belteve that the Intennorral mampuial!on of
the desert environment to create forage enhancement plots and artltic!al water fac!lltm for
pronghom lstheonly andlast stra[cgy available toach]cverecove~ However, theagcnclcs

‘If the agenc!ea deterrnme that additional forage plots are necessary or that adrhtmrml
pronghom need to be radlocollared, these actwltics would also have to be subject to mdcpcndem
analyswm alegallysufticlent NEPA document

have Ignored or refused to consldcr orher avatlable options bccmsse they rcqrnre hard decmon$
wtthunavotdable lmpacrsoncurrcnt land usepracrtces rorageerrhancement, ontheodmrhand,
M far more palatable to the agenctes because II suggests that recovery !s underway even (bough
that recove~ls ~lficlal, maynot\vork, andltscffticts onrhcprongllom areunhown !rJ
addmontomovme for.vard w!th the foramenchancernent. Defendemnrges theaeenc!~

WISH (he(rown manarwment declstons ro ldentl r%and lmrdem~~t land use management changes
wh!chcan bemadelmmedlatelv toatdpron~horn recovew Defendera vtews forage
cnchmccment asonlya shon-tcm measure to!mprove fa!+mrccmltmcnt, b~!tultlmately, for

long-tents recovery of the pronghom, the agenclcs WIII have to make dlfftcult land- management
decmons

Defenders IScommnted to the rccovcry of fedemllv hsted threatened and endangered
spcctes using responsible, ecalog!cally appmpnatr?, and selenhtlcally deferrslblc recovery
strategies Wllle Defendem belleves tharthe proposed pro]cct hasmany areas that need fimhcr
explanation, It supports the lmplemcntatlon of a more cautmus and mcthmhcal s!ra(egy as
described above Thmkyou fortheopponun!ty !osubmlt these comments onttllslmponant
management Issue.

Smccrely,

/3+’7 /-&—
Mike Senatorc
Legal IYrecror

Chandra Rosenthal
Assoclare Counsel

Bill f3roylcs
Frtends of Cabeza Prima

cc John Hervert, Pronghom 13tologtst, AGFD
Mlkc Coffeen, Consukarton Btolog~st, USFWS
John Morgmr, f+onghom Recovery Team Leader. CPNW17
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P 0 130K64940 Tucson Arizona 85728-4940 Email ~rscdbfsn3@mJ Corn

flew MS Gad Achcson. Swrnrm Henry. John I-lerverr. and Orher Researchers.

Thank %OUfor the opportumty to comment on your Sonoran Pronghorn Food Plot plan These
comments we made on behalf of rmd wl[h the help of the members of Friends of Cabeza Prre[a

Please keep us on your mallmg list and allow us to commen[ of further dmfls proJ.sew, and

plans These commerm are made m the spm~ of helping Sonomn prongborn w![hln thwr toral
envwons-nent

Before you budd a fleet of ab-pkmes. II’S besr ro fly one first and see tf n works SImtlarlv, we
!hmk II best to farm for %moran pronghom starung with a 2 acre plot !ns!ead of 2500 acres

Evervone IS concerned about Soooran pronghorn They’re wondertul crcmures real splrtts of Ibe

desert \\re \\lsh them well.

But farmmg for pron~horn’~

~. t3fs\x plan[smmtand botanists we spoke t%tth. all areqrriteskeptlcal thrrt this farmfng pkm

wdl work, [t’s every farmers’ dream: plow ground. throw out seeds water now and dlen. and WiII

for the hwvesr But if farming were that eus~! wdd all be sittutg on a ti actor Dmerr gardeners

everywhere wtll be dehghred If this works..-rmv of us can even get small plots or desert setds In

tlounsh. let alone acres of them m concert

I We carfr find any record of such large plots \\orking Where have such plont plOIS worLed7
Desert plains-both tmnuals and perennials-.have exac[mg but vaguely understood I equtrcmcnrs

tor amount and !Imlng o! water. tor SOII [emperarure and surrshtrw tor Ii!tle understood soIl

Lhemlslq and seed gentwcs These are not Atrican daisies Maybe some of the V811ey seedsmen

imd cornmcrc]al grm!ers can shed some IIghr on the feasibility ot field growing na[tve pl:m[s

Desert plirnts con be very frosuatmg to grow even when bought In nursery contamms The

experts tell me Ihat spring bloom]ng annuals must sprout m the fall and arc trt~gered by a heavv

ram benveen September and December. The needs vary WIIh each species The mggermg ram

must be at least one inch and must co[nclde with a warm geminriuon Iempemrure Then regular

rams must tall every month unul the plants fintsh bloommg Good years occur rrnly once a

decade on average. Frosts and the nutrmon m the SOII (Iom Ias[ vmrs’ crop are strong t_acmrs, (OC

For more mformatlon. see Mark Ehmmm’s chapter m A Ncmmal HIMory oj/he Somrurr f%wrl

(especially page 150) publ!shed 1999 by Arizona Sonora Desen Museum and UC [Ierkeley

Botamst Rlchaxd Felger, who has 35 years of field experience m the Sonoran Desefl. predicts [ht
3 project wtll cause n-reparable harm IO an ewenswe rejyon of famly prrsrme deserr He tells us [ha

[his pro)cct opmrs an enormous door [or non-native Invaswe spccles many of wh!ch out-compw

nauves He contends chat rhese desert [eedlots have III(IC brrrantcid chance ot success. e.spectdlv

If the nanve seeds 10 be used are not a comparable local genorvpe

We [00 have qucsrlons

~ I A What plant species are vou promonng” Of the seeds m SIIU. l~hlch ones do \OU hope your
5 j wslmmg at fccls > Whitt percentage 01 [he pronghorn’s diet d~ Ihese spec]es comprtse~

B You propose to use a seed drill for plmrtlng To what depth WIII It be set~ Conspeclflc seeds

usually are planted to an optimal dep[h. do vou plan ro plain all specws at rhe sfime dep[hq If so

how \\ Ill that affect vmblhtv” Gr. It hand-seeded. u III the seeds be mkbd WIIb KIII cover) I hnov
~ of no place tarmers JUSI throw out seed and reap a s!gnlticam barvcst Nnture doe~ II by

broadcas!]ng hundreds of seeds for every one which sprouts

C The EA stares [hat Ih]s prOJeCI IS m !ng to enhance md prolong writer annuals and spnng-
grecned perennials Sprmp annuals sprout and begin growing m [he fall. WIII \ou hegln \vatkrlnc

!hcm then > !3prmg annuals genemllv succumb to the heat o! Ia!e Aprrl mtd May, are you sure KU

9
can prolong them with supplcmenrary wmerrrrg m[o June and July’) What plants do pronghom

tawns mrdltlonally relv on during rhe drv/hot rime between weamng and the summer monsoons

f) Some of the plants on your seed IIS! are spring annuals. some are summer annuals some are

prxcnmal. and some don’1 even grow here, WIII you water these plots year-round? For example

on the Tews (1958) study, how long dld the effect ot a 2-inch watering Iasr In a desert
P ~“v,ronment-i

‘ c Desert seeds are famous tor Imgermg ]n the sod for years and then sprouting under the rl!lit

9
cnndl[tons Grantvorous rodenis and binds are commonlv found m areas where seed prrsduc!mn

has been low or non-extsrem tnr several vears, because so manv seeds remalrt ]n [hK ground frn!

bounuful vears Have vou tesr watered anv ploIs or stmllar areas to see what mav come up

wlthou! seedtngq

F Tbe E,+ sirvs tksr where natural germmauon has not been suffimenr. the area WIII be dlsl.ed

rind seeded vnth rrauve scmds What IS the seedling or growththresholdfor lh~t decislon7 ~lllen

,!

,



It seems !hm that plot would [hen have to strmrall over

G Maybe this would be clearer and more convuscmg tfyou ske[ched an optimal scemmo. what

plant regime and t!mmg are vou shooting Iorq What natural condttmn favorable to prcrnghom are
you aimtng at’r What would a fawn reallv like besi~

10 JIn short, fhis CA could use some fmmcr or gardener talk about seeds, sod. moisture, fcndlzcr,

plrmtmg umes, and plrmtmg Iechmques. It would also greatly benefit horn a Ilt[le [es! garden out

back 01 !hc rrtfice where the tmhmques you propose can be tried on a smrtll scale mid where !!

poses no threat Cheap, quick. easy, no EA needed

‘2. Accordmgmyourproposa!. thcrxperts haven, [sola[ed the reasons whv some places seer-n

to be preferred feeding grounds for these pronghom Is It because the soil IS churned up. so

ptoneer spec[es rake hold or ram better permetnes” Because there ISewa phrm nutrmon--

nnrogen or phosphorous from mumttons--lrr ihc SOIlo Because there IS more ram there’] Because

[here IS some SOI[ subswate condition thiu causes water m puddle m shallow bomb craters? These

firctors seem 10 lack isrrrdysts--asan EA should do but the proposal presumes to address all of

!hesc posslbtlities m a shotgun solution because (he real causes arc not [dcrrrtfied or rated

Ifehurmng IS Ihe answer. then a sheepsfool roller may be mdlcated as the kev management Iftt
IS nuu-mon then ferrtlizer IS rhe answer [fit IS n clay bottom, then o[her craters could be clny -

Imed [f water M the real key, then provide some temporarv tanks, and forget about all [hc

farmmg

hr short the model and the type-area need further peer-reviewed study ltselfbeforc bc!ng widely

applltd clsenhcrc on [he Range

3. Thcpmjectanalys,s Iacksrmaccounung ot’cosm aschedulc Iordw timing and amoun[of

waler. the expecfed crop ytclds. a Iooh at femhzcrs. and an eye [o the crnters--[he birds and

bunmes--thar cat seeds and smdlmgs. What WIII come up~ [nvaslve species such as Sahara

mustard are real threats In hls rcglon, Seldom does rhe desert produce brrck-[o-hack bump~r crops

ofanrruals We see no ckattons or ewdence food.plot proponems have ralked with [he
commercml growers of nattve plants or even o a student in Agnctdmrc 1II 1

J

I 2 IA What money has been budgetcd~ Whai wjll be requ]r,d~ Who WIII fund tl]ls projtctn

B What IS the wmcrtng schedule” [fno[ a time table then how and who WIII tnuni!or mI report

1~ sml momure and plant-grovnh cond[tton~ {VIIIthe waler [rucks be on CJII or what WIII be the l,Ig

urne umd thev can delivern How manv water trucks WIII be needed and where will thev corm

fromq

/4 C What IS the price and avallabllltv ot nauve seeds” WhJI IS the !JIabIII[v crt nfi[lve w-cds

harvested from other reg!ons’ Have you Iouod or done irni I Iabillw s[ud!es here)

, ~ E Will fertilizer be used’ lfso what and how muchq f{as rh~ ~011chcmlsrrv flI each PIOIbeen

morr!tored~

J 7 I F What hours and statfhave been budgeted” WhJt wdl be [hew cnsrs~

We fear tha! the pro)ec~ mill begtn but. because of msutficlen! tund[ng or Inadequate design [he

project wdl collapse and abandon anv pronghorn which have been learned m find waler or food
where VCIUhave lelr II for !hem

4. Thtsproposal does not reweworsuggest a sufficvsrrtl, wtdr range ofoprlons

A A test plor IS needed Better yet. start tomorrow on I acre ot prl\ ate land No permm!sor public

dtscusslon would be requmed Take o tallow acre near a well and see N hat grows The blggesl

hvpoIIIKsIs ot Ihe pltur IS [be Iirst one aslong whether there !~III be ~ dI fferencc m Image
1~ production nn trcmed mrd umreamd PIo!5 And II’S unctew If the plan I> lrvlrrg ICIraise rrc~v

plants (such as Iupme and penswmcm) or to water ex!s[!tlg plants (such M Kramerm)

B If thar works then trw n nut on Sonoran pronghorn

, ~ C [n [he prongborn dlscasslons It IS suggested that chmr-fru!t cholla IS a Lev tood and fluld
source Should these be planted though that raises tunher questions > (Incldwr[lv rhe stock phom

ot [he cholla-ensnared fawn deltvers the wrong message [t reprc-serus [hat chollI are a threat m

pronghom. v.hen reallv prorsghorn rely on cholla fruit for tooct and ~!a!er. accordmp to John

}l~rvwr s ticld \\ork)

E Your proposal cla!msrbat tlleplots wtllonlv provldc supplemental }oragedurmgr hedrmst

~1 Ipirrtotthevear Whywnuldn’t youwant tokeepthem vlableallvem’ f)on’tpronghorn need

qmdtw forage throughout dle vear 9 Ifvou’regomg m th]s extreme shoultin’t I[benetit

pronghorn year-round utml thev are mcovered”

2L]l_Thc o~mmsshould bcmoretncremenral alc,vplots oiertlme,,ll!, til!icr stttdvas,,e g,,

23 G Tlleoptlons sho~ild lncltlde shlltr!ng do\vntheenrlre Rarrge[omllitm’\ grotmdo rcur-[o-grouru

Ictlil[y ,lnnllwr op[tonshould betomovedleTAC Rarrgesou[ot pronghorn hablroz The.llr

Force retuse$ toconstderlhese and franklv [here arelndlcatlons [hat sot~lepcople lnlhe Alr

F,)rce\vlsl~ tllesepronghorn \votlld gaawa\,--tlnd [t1emano[herhon\e cnprtvel! hreed (hem so

rl)lspopult[lon lsnolonger needed, studvrhcmuntodeoth Crrsimpli Ietthcrn tiul

,,



as3 pmmdsofal fnlfah~vimd I pound oiherb!vore pelle[s peranlmal perday90r mob!lctvarer

dlspcnscrs. such as hm-ncrs use’)

5. Before arrydling IS done. tie rermrmrend a clemwand fullerprr!smnaowr ofdlc smdy dcslgn

A. What IS [he goal~ How do we know when we’ve reached home plare~ For example. If tht goal

to reach a set level of recrtsi!mentq Or of survtvablhty ro yearhngsq Or to pull pronghom oui of

the TAC ranges>

26

B. What IS your s!austicat deslgr to evaluate the resuhs of this “expenmemt”g What WIII the

criIerla berociercrmme [frheproJect lssuccessfut orno!q

C. What preser mggers WIII \ ou use m call otfthe project lf t! harms prrmghornv

I

~~ D What mc[hods t%lllvou userodeterm!nc rheeffects ofthtsproJect onorherecosvstem

comporterrts such assmrdl mammals. robb]rs and bwds9 \Vhatcr][erta \vlllyouuse~

2~lE Mat AMl[lee~pected rcsul!s’}

I

F lfirisjudgcd thatpredators bccomea problem atthefood dlstnbution sites or!he food plots.

$7
werccprest that they be moved bvnors.lethal means This IS such a b]g-budger pro]cct that prrcc

should benoobJcct: itissuch ahlgh-protile pro]ect that themllltary andagenctcs dono[nsed
the dtsrracuvc natmnal krmr m er predator eomrol

I

25 G.\Watmethods areyouplannlng touse[o detemlne lfrhevcgetat[on (srespondlngtot}le

wamrmg~

2!I

25

FL lWarare tl~ceffects ofrl]ereseurch ltsel!q Can you study lhesepronghorl] Iiltl]o~l[ dlsrurblng

them ?

For example, we area b[t confused n hy you assume that warcr dellvmy at ntglrr won I

disturb any pronghom” IS there evidence thev won’t bed near tood plots or that thev wouldn’t be

disturbed by Itghts. motors. and YOICCS’J

Andtteu"onder wharconjmorlon drilling wells mtglltcouse t\ frer all we~mumevnudo
not wamrodnveth emoutof theveryareas heyprefer to use

iiOrwhatelfect !heaggresslveremo Iofbutfelgrass from food plorsmlghr haveon

prorrghorn using that area

[. Whot~lll perform rllemonttmlng ol!hescplots~ \~lla[ttl!! bclllcllec]l!cllLi csl the

momtortngq Howmanypeoplefvlll thlsbe’~ Has thepo[en[lal harassment[o the pronghorn due
I tomonltorine been evaluated through the Sect! nn7pr0~ess)

I
2R J Mat~lll youdolfthere arcpronghorn oll[heplot \~,hentt's titne[o monitor or brlnglnln~]rc

water )

,,
,,

K Wcfadto smwhatp roblemc reoso[ec auses Does ]rblochpronghoms lmeotslgh~qfloesu

usetoomuchsotl molsrure~ Wecontend that whatrwer itspercet! eddcmertts they arerto[ as

severe as bladlng ~heground whlcl]!\ill definltcty expel sOllmolsrllre and to trrvttemvmrtve

spec]es. such as Sahara mustard J\hlchpreter d!sturbedsoll Thecreosot ei\eseemsprmrgh~ve

h!gher denstrv ofannccrd plants stsrroundmg thetr bases rhan m the open spaces of ground

fhmmttr (above p~ge?6; )callscreosole ''~n]mponant nurse plant'' andanlnlponant shtlterfo

rodents reptdes. and lnverccbratm Howdoe.s tha[recmzcllew !thvonrurgc toellmlnate

creosoteq

IL Somcof[he iiguresdmr”t seem maddup Forrxample. ori prI&6 The area covereci bv the
ttatertruck wtth\varer !\ouldco~,er anareaofapproYlmatelv5 OOOsquare meters irrstze(l~67

square teet) per plot “f3tdf\em isssomethmg or!sthls ~mwconverstorr horn square meters 10
square tcdt~

M \Vhenthe tvater[s spraied orrtothesurtace what wtllbelts spmvratea ndfector)lrssomc

3/ plots thegroun dwouldb ebaredu~m rdsubjec[toerosmn \los[tarmers tol.egreat pains to
dlmlnlsh dlelmpac ttrommovlngwater elth~rbi’ maktngtields nearlvlevel or bva>surlngrha

spravcomes down vemcallv and no[obllquelv I-JoN wdl th]s be done bya t!aler truck so that
the seeds are not red!strtbuted or unco~ eredg

2c)[N Inthe EAwelind noanalvsw otflame-[hrower cl~emMn or bvprcmfucrs

31

32

33

0 Flo!vwlll !i,ater !romthe tn/cksbe d]strlbt)redq \Wltchnozleq\W}at prsce91!oIv wlllsoll

moisttrm bemortltored” Agalrr methtnkthmonetest plot Is ncededtomzswerdwse sorrsot

qucsnons before [aunchmg the tull cismpargn.

P Lachlng lnthlsls asutfictcnt data setofpronghorn popuIat]ons andnfull descnpt:onznd

anal}wso] whal has changed In pronghorn habitat Furewsmple. oneol [he undmlwrrg

assulnpt[olls b$lngarguedlntlle E.AM[hat herds and bcsrzdsot Sonolan pronghorn tormcrlt

migrated tothe Gllaor Sonov[a rli/ers torwa[er and seasonal tomge

AnoIher assump[ton wchearis that the Range acent~lrv ago~vas a grassland Again
where tslhcevldencc~ mere arethecl~mat[c data show!ng changes’~[rr dlscussmns with

cl[marologlsts andgame managers. tvehear tha[there !veret!*o o[her ''droughts'' lnthc 20th

~enturv far rnorc severe thmr tl]ls current drv spell Hmv did Sonnmn prong hnrn mahe It lhn)ug

those tlmeb” What Imschanged Inthe[r habtta(rrowtnstde the Ratsge~

Q Howdoes thtsproposal fitinto other acItvtIies lnthchabltatO Forexample wharvmllbettte

etfec!rd’pavmg rnadsort the Ran@AnEIS wcalled Iortosrudv andevaluaterhe fullerp[~m
This loud plot eipenment IS but one knot hole in the tencc.-n lm[ IS Ihc overall picture and

stratcgl torsurwval and recoverv’]

R And I!e need some measurement. some R!ch!er Seale Iorhuman disrurbanceof the$e
2S’ irnlmirls
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3LJ A \Vchint heard Ihm a %ctum 7 has not been done and that the Natwe Amer[can namrns have

nolbeenconsrshed bmhmavbc legal requmemenrs W?radowr=v9

35 IB !t%vlsthrs EAbeing wri[len bJ,lhc BL&land rlleproject run by Arizona Game and F]shq

Shouldn’I the AwForce beiheleodagenc~ surccthe major! tvotthe tunduW[sofAlrForce
or!gm° Ffowdoes Fish and Wtldhfe Swvlce thelead endangered species agency, titm9\Vho
Wlli foo~d]ebtll~

~h C \lorerroubllng, \t,ehear rumors rhattllls deol~~as done prior Iothesron otpllbllccan1mcnr
Ierrslone theconcluston Wehavcheard arumor Ihatthe mtlitam dec[ded tvt[htn~weeLofrlle

IN Ptumsers Meeorrg 10 go ahead with this pro]ect regardless. and wl[h a “let’em sue !fIhey rton’[
Ilkelt”amtude Isrhatmseq

con~l~]sio~: The I,st]ng Image we have oithls proposal is lhls spectre a sold)er m

battle genrbrandlshing atlame-tllro}tcr ro~aget!ar onthedesefl ThIsspectre tvplfiesa
percelied m!l!taW orrlIude that ifnature doesn`t cooperate Ju~tl.!lll!, Nukelt tdlt glows

Unforrrmrrtely, rifter hstcmrsg m mlhtar’y s!atemcnrs that I’InMcxtco rhey cm these pron:hom “
weareunsure that themlll[arvwouldn tJusras soon bralsedmpronghorn too We hope and

doubt d~at Ihe md!tar}, or anv ag.?ncv. !jants such an Image

We rsrgc you to suspend thts proJect Umtl+

l. Youcanshow anacrcwhmev ou’icsuccessfullt fwmedna[lveplan!s andcmrshowthe

repltcoble prmrmol dunmade!thoppcn

~, Yo”~~ndo~umrntandeIpla!n tllerewrons and factors uhv some Sonoran prrmghrmr~~em m

prefer areas where !hev a vulnerable to Au Force ordnance

3. You ttrllv analyze cosrs and establish long-term budget comm[rmen!s

4. Youlook atthe~ildesr rarrgeofoptloos s mcotwhlch arekrrc heaperandeaslerand
?

mcremcntal Ihan your options A or FJ )

~. Youwalk though Iours!udv deslgnmdetall Asoneobscn mwasheard losav,’’ThIsdtsign

!sn’treadv foraseruor shonorprojecr Ietalone work ulthnnendangered species” hloredma

and more cuatmrs wcruld help

7’, You Iounch rm EIS 10 assess and plan for all the cumulatwe effects and factors atfecong

Sonoranpronghom What other projecrs can beandarc be]ngdonc tohelpprongllorno

\\reuree yourocondltct research arone[l) testp[ot totronout the~'anables lnth!s project Ithm

thcpotent]al toharmpronghorn lfdonelncorrectlv. and[hatrtskls no[worrh your unphu-rned
htisre The first m)eofemergencv mcdlclne ls`'Don tmakelt~vorse''

lVehave tooman\, unanswered quest] ons[osuppon 1h!sendeavnrnolv IVesugges~ vouredr~w

[hlsproposal mthehght of fuller rewew Weapprectate [heopportunm’r ocommerttondm
verston. and !ie request rhe opportunely ro review [he ncw dratr

Tozoomthe telescope foramoment weneednotjust a~lmvofthl spartlcutzI rproJecr but!!e
need afullptcture ofallcumulattte actlwoes Tlus EAnerxistobeput mto thecontc~totan El$
and rtm overall prrxrghornrecoven plan The EIS I* IIInetd!o look at all factors a! fectmg these

pronghorn

From personal coni ersrmons we tmow thss!most tot!+ working on this pro]ect me sincere and
Imowfcdgeablc. mrdfrcrve rhe pronghorn sbcstmrerest a!hearr ~io~~ew fmmothercommerus
lnmeetlngs andne~vspapers. \vefear that some mllltam' andagencv personnel mavbcgomg

through the mottorrs only m order to look cffectwt. (3am such as [hat by a Ctohlwater range
commander savtng’’We take the greatest Interest mmakmg surcwe complv with the bmloglcal
oplnton’’ (Ar[zona Republic. Fcbrrrarv 22. XJtJtJ)trM Jar>horrofsa%lng “wew Ill doevendun$

we canto help this magmficentammal surwvetmdprosper”

Noneot uscould sleep well knowing [here lsahungm orllllrstv prong lloruo~tt dlere butmc’d
ltkerosee tesredsolurlons bctore!he Alr Force plot!' supandb~1rnsott 2500 acres ot land [fir
does (~orkorrasmrrtl plot. then rlw rest ot thewtpermn[lal questions need to be answered m see I
!Improrrghom nse the pl.mts and Iftluw benctit Let’s. pmv rhev do AIIIJ let s pmv we tind some
real solu[lons tohelp [hem Wedhate tooutllve[hern

Res

tor Fr!endsof Crshcza Prreto

6. You won out admtmsrrauve concerns and quesoons,

,,



SOUTHWEST NATURAL
E57 W. Portobello
Mesa, Az. 85210
480.345.9269
swwRMC@aOl corn

Ms. Gall AcheSon
Yume Field Office

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS

. ---- . .
,., ,- .-., --

Manager
2555 E. GLla Ridge Rd.
Yuma, .>2. 85365-2240

(SwwRMc)

February 23, 2900

RE . Sonoran Pronghorn Hablcat Forage Enhancement
BLW SA: AZ-050-99-045

Dear ;!s. Achestm, we have reviewed che Environmental Assessment
referenced above. Your staff has done an excellent lob In develop~nq

I

wna c :s fundamentally d d~fflchlt Env.ronmencal Assessment
I

We recommend this proposal does not proceed as It 1s currently proposed

We have several general comments and then follow with several speclf~c
ones.

GSWERAL COMMENTS

Our primary concern is that the Proposed Acclon and “Alternat~ve !3” have
the potent~al to negatively effect Sonoran pronghorn (SIP) This
unanclclpated outcome would result if any or a comblnaclon of the
follotvlng sktuat~ons occurred.

. That the inittal and continuing disturbance actlvltxes assoclaced
‘ Iw:th che Proposed Actzon may cause the SP to vacate these areas ‘We

suggest :hat these currently used areas ere Lmportant and possibly
crzt~cal areas for them (see page 21, para. 2, of the Revlsecl Srmorac
Prongnom Recovery Plan: USFWS 1998).

I

. That r.he behavior OE these animals becomes effecced by the addlclon
~ of the plots. Resulting in the SP not explorlng and explolcing Chelr

entire home-ranqe as rhey c,~rrmrly do $Lc b~c~mlr.q-...,-l?.)--~~~qq~,,
sedentary and thus Lnczeaslngly dependent on these plots.

● That coyotes that typically (J$ open desert), occur In slngies and
pairs, are able to form packs atound the forage plo~s due co increased

3 denslcles of rodents, hares, and other prey, and that Lhese packs became
more successful opportunistic pronghorn predators, slmllar to the
behavior obsewed when coyotes are preylrg on concentraclons of domeszlc
sheep.

~ lThe EA is Inadequate in making the case for a pro]ect of ch~s maqnlr.!]de
The EA In face lnd~cates the currenc SP population LS possibly 50’L
greater than was esclmated In the mld 19S0’s.

5
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The EA Lntlmates a sense of urgency for this proposed act~on, chac th
SP populaclon LS ac special rls~ as lndlcated by recent fawn
recruitment; wh~ch LS then reported as low as none in 3 of the past 5
years, The reviewer should also be provided with the estmated
recrultmenc for the other 2 of those 5 years

In order to make a strong case for che Pr~posed Action, the esclmatee
age structure for the exlstlng adult populaclon should be given Thl
data cOuld be extrapolated from che marked (knOWTI a9e) Population and
the recru~cment esclmates. If 50 EO 75% of che adult population IS n
> 7 co 8 vears old, we do not agree extLrpaKlOn o~ chls POPulatLOn Ls
emlnenr, ;hlch wh~le not expllcltlv asserted ~n this E4, LS 9ettln9 t
be commonly heard when d~scusslng SP we note from che SP Recovery P
[Usms 19981. that in 1995, 45 new Lndlvlduals were recrutted It 1s
be expecced that In this environment, on the margm of this spec~es
ecological range, that recruitment has and will occur In “booms” and
“busts” We should be prepar~ng to rake advantage OE the next boom
cycle,

The EA descr>bes a population osclllaclng (as expecced) aro~d lcs
dynenuc carrying capac~ty As de have been experzenclng an on again
off aga~n drought, Lt can be reasonably anc~clpaced that a wetter CYC
IS llkely In the offing This SP population appears to be dolnq as M
as should be reasonably hoped for. we observe che populat~on LS
perslsclng at a healthy level through yet another, EaLrly normak per]
of drought.

We must be cognizanr of rhe potenclal presence of a rarely conslderec
risk faccor ~n resource management: chat of “over-mma91ng- a pOPulaI
Lnco extlrpacion. The face that 8 of 16 collared SP have been Iosr
since 1996 troubles US. as the population has noc seen a commensurate
10ss, To blame coyoce predation for “most of tnese” (Pa9e 224 uS~~S
1998) w$thou~ explammg eh~s d~screpancy lnd~caces to us that there
needs co be greater sclentlfilc ob]ectlvLtY brought co the Sp recover}
effort. We recormnendthe Core Working Group evaluate the ra~e of

lo
morcalltles assoclaced wlch the l.fex~cocaptures Ln 1991 and 1996 to
better deternune LE future capture efforts for purposes other than
transplants are deslrizble

In addition to our recommendations elsewhere here~n, we recomend th
recovery agencies spend more of their SP time as follows.

. Cantlnulng close monitoring of chzs and Mexican .5P populations

. contknu~ng close coordlnac>on with the mllltary & ocher entlt:e~
mlnlmlze their negaclve effeccs on SP
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. PreparLng the plann~ng and enabllng documents & ldenclfylng recelvlng
slces so that .-men *we have a natural or management Induced exPanslQn Ot
the SP population, ve a~e poslcloned to cake advantage Of it and
actually translocate one or more herds. !why areas such as King valley
m the KOFA WWR, OPCf4M, YPG, and the Palomas Plaln haven’t Incorporated
SP recovery stracegles into their own recent resource management plans,
despite our earlier recommendations chat they do so, remam a myscem/ co

us .

The EA should provide che reviewer with the population est~mate that has
been Idenclflea that WLI1 then allow us CO actually capture and

Itranslocace SP to their hi.scoric range. If chls number has not been
ldentlfled or is not reasonable (such as the 500 goal in the Revised
Recovery Plan), the proposed acclon, purportedly to enable th~s
transplant actson (page 3, para. 7), becomes inane

lThe tZA presents an madquate range OE alternac>ves. We recommend che
addltlon of a Eully developed alcernatlve that provities 2 - 5 water
developments ae described lacer, In known Sp use areas.

The EA ought to provide a cost estlmace and the intended funding
source(s) for :!II.S pro]ect so that a rudlmencary cosc/benefLt rac~o can
be established,

We recommend should the Bureau decide to proceed w~ch a pro]ecc of th~s
nature, It Lssue RFQ/RLT for techrncal buc cr~tlca3. components of chle
pro-ject including the experlmencal design, Eloral enhance==, and water
development elements.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

page 1, paragraph 5: The extirpation of the Sonoran pronrjhorn
population Ln the San Fellpe Desert of Ba]a Calltornla should be clcea
co demonstrate zhe fact that we have already had a fairly =ecent
experience of Losing a population of these fine animals.

Page 2, paragraph 5: The EA makes a goad case (page 2. “lar9@ numbers”
of fawns survtvmg unt~l sunnner} for cieveloplng water for SP.
Conversely, the I?A does noc make a strcng a=gument IC favo= of
develop~ng trace.e of forage. m assumpt~on 1s required, chat Ln dry
years, does are produc~ng fawns, but ac 90 days of age they succumb co
an lnadequace diet. We note thls~same dlec must maincaln ~helr wdcer
balance. Our process~rrg of this ‘Lhformaclon leads us to reason that the
avazlable forage, particularly the perenn~als, are l~kely nutritionally
adequate buc lacklng In sufflcienc moisture concenc for che fawns tO
rllgesc It If these 3 month old Eawms had an opporturrlcy co drink, .t
should reason chat they would then be capable of process~nq the~r
natural dlec. Th$s I,Swhat we observe with pronghorn elsewhere. and
ocher desert ungulates. Therefore we challenqe the re]ecc~on of che
Free Water Alternaclve briefly addressed on page 9, para. 3

Page 4 of 7

‘Therefore we recommend If ch~s proposal LS to be Implemented, It be don,
sequentially wlch che water developments be~ng provided first. coupled

,0 with an evaluac~on of che populaclons response, prior co lmplemenc~ng
forage enhancement treatments The EA appears Co concur wlch us on ch~-
pomt, see Page 7, paragraph 4. This approach would also allgn Lhls
Invesclgaclon with the research needs lden~lf~erl in che recent AGFD
Whlce Paper regarding wlldl~fe water developments

II lPage 3, paragraph 3, We re]ect 14 s~tes as being excessive for an
experlmenc of this apparently uncesced nature We recommend therefore,
an lnlc~a3, treatment (water developments only) of 2 to 5 sites wr.ch an

approprlaceper~od for evaluaclon, prior to expanding the action

Page 4 Hypothesis testing, We suggest these hypotheses are
~napproprlate for evaluat~ng the effects of &he Proposed Action or
Alternative B. The addltlon of free water ac each PLOK (coomunq!llng

la treatments) obfuscates the conclusions apt to be drawn from number ?
through 4 and possibly 6 Hypochesls deuelopmenc should be al.~gned WILI
the expecced affeccs of the treacmen~. ‘Treatments ought to be tested
lndlvldually whenever reasonable, as 1s possible Ln this sltudclon

,3 Page 5, paragraph 3. There LS17’C adequate ]usclflcatlon for the acreage
given. If on these acres, forage production was raised from a typical
dry year of 100 lbs/acre co a modest 250 lbs/acre, CQLS difference WCNIIC
be + 409,650 lbs, enough to feed 170 SP Eor a year lt they ate noth~ng
else. The proponents should provide their esclmates and

14

desired/expected SP Fopulaclon response from che Proposed Action.

Page 5, paragraph 4 The expecced Elme period to complete the Propose.11
Action should be provided. Management flexibility reqardlnq tor
example, response to our entering a wetter cllmac~c cycle should be
given

Page 5, paragraph B, !We disagree w~th che concepc OE lmplement~ng P1OC
Ln areas SP are currently using. The plots If they are established,
should be In known SP use areas, but not when SP are there by
defln~c~on, currenc use Lrrfers current value to these anmals and they
shobld nOc be scresseti or dlsturoed any more than absOL~~eli n@cessarY
(ex, when they are In llve fire areas) by our management LiCCIV1tL~S

‘1
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Page .5,paragraph 1. We crnmplecedsome calculations and found chat co
water a plot chlsisize wlch 5“ (a reasonably minimal biologically
slgrmfzcant preclp~taczon event that will trigger germlnar.ion) of wa~er
would require some 13875 gallons. A typical 1500 gallon tanker truck
would have co make 9,25 Lrlps to deliver this to one plot, As several
of these PIOCS are hours from the nearest water supply, we are stuck
with the vasion OF a convoy of water trucks roammg about the desert,
churning long linear clouds of dust Lnto the air, while servlcmg these

I
]b plots (see page 16 paragraph 4). This and other discussions In

paragraph 5 regarding xrrigatlon do not. sound practical, We suggest che
high salt content of locally available water coupled wlch shallow
wacerlng & high evaporation may result In unsuitable SOLI condlcions

We have observed repeatedly that artlflclal watering does not produce
equivalent gernnnae~on and establishment to l~ke quantlt~es of natural
preclplcaclan. This LS llkely due to acmospherlc and surrounding SOL1
diffusion potent~als, sallnlty, amblenc humzdityltemperature. ecc In
order co simulate a wet winter, wacer~ng w~ll need to be a 33 - 5“
appllcatlon, every other day, for 1 - 2 weeks duratxon

Page 6, paragraph 4: The BladderPod listed IsomerIs, IS to our
knowledge, endenuc to the Sal Eon smk area of che Colorado DeserE. We

17 suggese YOU consider LesquereLla gordonl also known as “BladderPod”
which >s native to the area Ln question. we suggest the seed mlx be
given further analysls as such obvzous choices as plantago, Astragalus,
and arguably F,rodlum, were overlooked

The Inadequacies of the forage enhancement component of the Proposed
Acc;on suggest to us that you should act~vely see addlc~onal review of
this proposal by biologkscs and ocher dzsclpl~nes and/or experience

If the natural forage I.s determined to be Inadequate despite water oe~nq
made available and actually ut~lized, a more reallsc~c approach co
Increasing the SP nutrit~onal Intake would be co concract a LocaL farmer
co produce and harvest che des~red forage and have the convoy ot ccu~ks
delLver ie, rather than rely on salty water mixed w~th hope.

We reconunend if suppl~mental feeding 1s to be employed, co explore che

concept OE delivering a ccmumerclal feed co the desired areas at nlqht,
and consider ut~l~zlng aLrcraft co do this In order to mlnlmlze the
disturbance and reduce personnel #/erp-stremencs.

Page 7, paragraph 3: We disagree’with the proeOsed water develOPmenL
desxgn. The development design selected should not LntentLonally build
Ln periods.c water haullng requ>rementsl

We recommend a shallow (36”} (stealth) fiberglass rzng tank system (-
7000 gall sLtuated at grade w~th complete “stealth” concealment This

design I.Sproven and has been utlllzed for pronghorn eLsewhere ThLs
system WS.11 be large enough to accommodate the desert mule deer and

Page 6 of 7

We recommend agalnsc the regulating of water avallabl Lty It LS noc
predlccably ceaccLear./ understood how these and ocher ungulates WL1l

when lacer sources are ephemeral.

~~1 We recommend the strategic Dlacemenc of Droncrom decovs to actracc SF
*-lcLose enough co see &/0~ sm~ll che water-. - “

Page S, paragraph 3: We prefer Alternative 9 Ln that the duration OE
the dlscurbance (water truck convoys) would be lessened and sal~nlty

23 problems with the water would llkely be sLgn~flcantly reduced, though
note zhe Goldwater Range Renewal LEIS (page 3-163) describes the
groundwater on the range has been found to be of poor qual~ty

Page 9, paragraph 6 The WO Action Alternatl.-e states chat by zcs
“owporcunlt~es co recover the SP would be forgone” weZ[l ~~~~~~j~n~lth ch=~ and re~~erace, we recommena che SP racOvev =9enG~e

ough C EO be spenalng mare of che~r c~me preparing che enabl~ng documen
& recelvlng sites so that when we have an expansion of SP, we can cake
advantage of IC and actually translocace one or more herds

Page L7, paragraph 7 If Khe SP managmg agencies are dr+termlned co
pursue che Proposed Act~on, we recommend this section clearly state ch
Lf cayoces, or any other non-threatened predator, become e~ther abunda

25 to the point that they deter pronghorn use OE che P1OCS or are
documented CO prey on SF at che plots, that they WLII be controlled
wLthLn a 5 mile radius of the treatment plots.

Page I@, paragraph 8 It appears to us that the obvious cast effecc~v
2b soluc~on to undesLred Sp exploltatLan of high risk areas such aa HE 1{1

1s to merely fence them out of these areas

Page 22, paragraph 11: We recommend the bureau fully explore the
concenc of uclllz~ng lacal con~ractors before ccmtnlct~ng substamclai
resources to this pro]ecc. We know a pro]ecc of thzs magnlcude cannot

97 be handled wlch current AGFD Development branch resources, partzcularl
ac that Elm@ of year when they are typLcally haullng water to numerou:
iocales Ln Arizona. We alert you to reco~~ze and plan for 1oca 1
Concraccors should be anticipated to rapld~y lose Lncerest Ln c!hls
pro]ecc ~hen they reallze the da~ge be~nq done to cheLr tanker truck,
wh~le operating them In th~.s cype of environment

LITERATURE CITED

(J,5 Fish and Wildlife Service. 199R Revised Sonoran Pronghorn Recov
PLan Albuquerque, NM. ?0 pp.

o~her w~ldl~fe use-chat will lnevlcablv occur regardless where the
system IS sLcuated.

/’
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CONCLUSION

Sonoran Pronghorn are representatives of an anclenc and successful
family. They have survived for thousands of years In deserts even
hotter and more ar~d than che Luke Gumery Range. TheY appear CO have
two requlremencs; AdequaCe space and minimal human disturbance to them
and the~r hablcac. Therefore, let us proceed cau~>ously to aun~mlze che
risk that we lnadvertencly deny them elcher of these in our conclnuing
efforts to recover them.

We note that a mere 2 years ago, the proponents of this plan actempced
co launch another 111-conceived SP pro]ecc, In that case to place a
poorly des~gned water development into a l~mlced and cr~clcal tree
cholla (Opuntla fuJ.glda)stand We hope the next morphlng of the “need
to do somethf.ng”for St? reflects a 95% + staff effort. We hope It w1ll
reflect the consensus of the CWG and the numerous blologlscs that have
Southwesternpronghorn management.experience.

We appreciate this opporcunlty to commenc and contribute We look
forward to a contlnu~ng dialogue wlch you

Please prov~de us the opportunity to review subsecwenc drafts, comments,
as well as a copy of the final documenc.

JG:]g

My best regards to you and your staff

cc: David Brown
JXm DeVos
Eoh Henry
John Kennedy
Ray Lee
Steve Rosenstock
Bruce Taubert
BI1l Van Pelt
Dave Hoerach
Susanna Henry
Don Tiller
BL1l Erroyles
Ray Varney
myan Merrill
Tlm Tibblts
BLll Miller
Paul Krausman
Valerle Morrlll

AAF (via mall)
AGFD (via emal~)
AGFD (via emall)
AGFD (via emall)
AGFD (via envill)
AGFD (ila ernall)
AGFD (fna emall)
AGFD (via .emall)
BLM (via emall)
BLM (via emal)
CPNWR (via ernell)
FOC (via emall)
KNWR (via emall)
MCAS [Vl~ @MP.J.1)
oPCtm (via emall)
USAF (via emall)
UOA (via emalll
YPG (via ema~l)

PO BOX 150

Arrzona CJty, AZ 85223 @

Ms Gall Acheson

Yuma Field ORice Manager

2555 Easr Gila RIrfge Road

Yuma, AZ 85365

rmlv:O Y[l)l:. ,.rl,.,,,,

““’”’.??7 ~~’r /(]‘.

:., , yl,l, /{ ,-
- ‘it,:,-

Ms Achesott

What follows are a few comments I have on the Draft EA for the Sonoran Pronghom
Forsge-Enhancr.mmrt Project. Add]tlonalIy, f would hke to state that I agree substarmally
mtiiheposlt]ons outl]ned }ncomenrs sen[toyou bythe Defendemof Wddl Lfeetal [

aPP~clat~lhc a~emplshyagenclest oworktOp rotectt heSonoranp ronghom,bu! lam
notatall certamthls !snecessimly thcway to do i!

2P

/

nhl Shumaker
Coneemed Citizen

SflNf)R_ANPRONCXIORN NAIIITATFORACE flNl[ANfXfWLrNl—
COMMENTS

PI
I I la]tonly \vltllln the Goldwa!cr Range thenee[l forlmproved habitat has bcentdentified7

Z I Tbenrtmbers heremdicatc a&Mgpopulatlon

3 “Largehome ranges arrggest an overall low habhat qurihty” I dviagrec with [his

statement—d m an imposition of human values on population dynam!cs.

“.. agflesslve management tolcssen thee ffectsofhuman actlvl~on Sonomnpronghom
4 range IS necessary,” So why not Aw Force and Mm-me Corps departure, road closing,

redo fcnclrrg, etc’~

5
“Fawn surwval IS the most crmcal component of(he populatmrr dynamms of Srmcrr.in
pronghom ‘r Wrong (o apply value to a partmslar component of poprslarton dynamles—

we don’t know whai IS crmcal (an earlu=x statement above makes a Judge.men[ of low

habdat quahty+fthat E true, pmhaps the low habtlat quallty leads to low fawn

recrmtmcnt,)



“Probabdwy ofcxturctmn” IS a complex Issue, ofwhtch rccrmtmertt M only a part

I!P “The key to recovery of this endangered subspecies is through the recmltrnent of fawns
into the poprrlatmrr.” Wrong. The key to recove~ ISres!ora!ion ofrmrge and habitat

7

!?

P. 2
“Reproductive success and fawn srsrwval are largely governed by environmental factors,
particularly the avadabdity ofnsrtrrtious forage.” I’m skeptical-no data. Again,
restocshon oforrgmal range and habitat IS a bigger factor.

‘“fbe avadabdity of preferred food Items for pronghom w dependent on the tlmmg and
amount oframfall.” This statement tgnorcs the fact that pronghom eat year-round, so
there M a variety to their dlct that probably fluctuates wld]lrt seasonal parameters

How long do fawns nurse, and does this vary w]th the availabdity of fora&J

.-

10

“AdditlonaIly, a reproductive summer monsoon (thundmstmn) swtson is neertcd.., ” I

. . I have a rsrobkm with this crrnre paragmph. Where 1s the documentation for a statement
7 I about fawns dying without a produc~vc monwrrn~ I think H zrgam misses the point that

this population ts/was highly mob]le, and would thus move over a large range, glvmg
them access toarcas that dldreccwrrram Also,’’Two ccmsccutwc productwc rainfall
seasons arerare mthe Sonoran Desert, feadingtot&neerJ formanagemrm!’’W HAl~l
Tlua leads to the need for restoration of ongmal range and hzrbnat, and mlnlmlzatlon of
human rmpacts on population Management becomes necessary when humans molalca
formerly tlec-tangmg populatmn and crcatc for all intents and purposes an Isolated Island
population under assault by the world’s most powcrfid air force

~ediscussion ofhabi@tivegctation changes lsnotdocumentcd an~hcre The
corrclallon between pronghom areas and tbesc changes IS“m press” and thus r-ml
evaluated or even peer rewewed. I have a problem using “M press” to JtSStlfy m@!!!rE,

especially a project of this magmhsde

P. 3
Predators “undoubtedly” take prongbom fawns (no cltatlon, no data )

''... available data suggest that habitat condition lsmorclnflllenrinlon fwvrrmmtaltty
mtc,..” Tlrat’a part of what [’ve been trying to SJY!

)/
The idea of prowdmg free watcr— thc~c i: no data that show this affects pronghom
poprrlattons. There IS w data showing thtft hummr-prowded free water is a hmm, and
lhcrets ~datashowlng thatthls tsnotachtally ~~toprongllom (see papers by f3111
Brcryles )

Where exactly does the goal of 500 pronghom come from in order to dc-hst them’r Is Ihts
based on sc!ence?

I
“Sonoran pronghom numbers appear to fluctuate wtth forage condmons which are, m

I Z turn, dcpenrlcm[ on rainfall” &I~v Reference for thN What a= the natural populatmn
fluctuations m dus area for thts group over t]me~

13
I

“Oiher faclors, previously suspected no longer considered slgmficant “ why? What Ur
all these factrrrs’J What about hab]tat fragmentation?

“f%ewous habmt Improvement projects include the construction of rehablc w]ldhfe water
JCI ~ sources such as HoIIowIII Tank...” Again, dle need for this has not been determmed

1 vehemently obJcct to the removal of arumals until other measures, such as removal of
the Aw Force presence and habitat restorauon have been ancmpted Ifthcre are enough
animals to experiment wnh, then there are cermmly r.norrgh animals to UUIIZCless
mtmslve and dlsmptwe m~asures 10 restore their populatmn

P4

1

, d The use of a hypothesis testing strategy seems to mdmate that there really IS no basts for
this proposed action; that it IS experimental and not bawl on achhrl dat~

This references f3LM management plans, yet 33LM Mnot going to b. managmg this land
15 } m the lon~ tams Wlrat guarantee of conturmty M there? Where are the Atr Force and

Marine Corps m this dwcussmn, as they WIIIbe the primary land mmurgers m thefuhrrd
Wlmre M Fmh and Wddhfc, and why aren’t [hey adopting this strategy on thmr lands?

I

The idea that “sandy sods are more conducwe to forage growth and perslstencc” M based
lb on a smgl.s 40-yrar-old study, and It IS being extrapolated that sandy soils are the same as

sandy dunes? And what exactly are “heavier $oIIs”9 This is not a sctcntlfic lerm 1have
heard of What charactcnzcs dlcrn, anrt has a sod sclenttst been crmsukcd on this pro]ect’~

‘fhcre M still no conchrsive proof of why exacdy pronghom are found around bomb
targets and HE Fhll. Perhaps they are there bccaturc what was once optimum pronghom
habitat 1s now being bombed

I

273 I acres !s absolutely orsrragcous for what Mbamcally an experiment Why this
17 numbm” Why not a substantially smaller parcel? These changes WIII for all intents md

purposes fnrever scar the tand parcels m questmr for an omcomc which is htghly

Ig

15

questionable at best, [1M Wttcd that parcc[s WIII bc followlng along extstmg romls—-lh]s
seems to be flawed m that the proxlmlry to roads M a vartable not controlled for m Ihe
cxpenmcntrd design

Once again tbe project M described m terms mdlcatlng a Iong-temr cnmmltment !O the
proJect, yet the Au Force and Marine Corps don’t seem to be revolved What guarantee M
there thal the project WIH be cmttmucd~ This mw! be addressed

, /’



.-

What IS meant Lry “addllirmirl populations”? Aren’t these animals all part oflhc mmc

populatmn~ Am there qtresnon$ here rhat haven’t been answwcd?” the mbmducmrn of
nronrrhom into hnrtortc habitat ..” Unless hmlonc hab!tat IS returned to its mcwous

I ~and~tion, meantng removal of the m]lltary, bnngmg down fences, and roa~i closures,

~0 then this wdl bc a patently ridiculous waste oft(mc and money Aksr), how long untd the

efforts are ‘Judged meffective”~ What N considered a reasonable length of’ ttme~

Manipulations would bc based on the characteristic of each s[te-what are these
characterrsttcs? Wbcrc M th!s mformat]on summarized? what la the basehne data? What

II Ioglstlcs? The plan needs to specify these.”. the occurrence ofnatuml rainfall “ Rainfall
M a characterrst]c. Wdl there be weather-recording stattons placed at each a[te~ Why Isn’t
this descnbed~

2X I What krnd of propane torch? Tius needs to be specltied, Are we talking a flame-[hrawer~
‘ la the wordm~ of thts meant to mislead people? For most people, a propane torch M

23

somethmg yma work on your plumbmg with

I

‘Tire removal ofcreosotc would reduce plant compehtion, allow addtt!onal forb
production, as well as increase opcrtrrcss,Aatde from that last part, which M pretty
obwous, what research shows the other parts to be true? where are the references tfavc
you spoken with desert plant speclahsta who can verify these rmults~

Whh regard to “no creosote bushes would be removed w!thin a one (o five-acre area” rrf
crdmnd resources, what IS thw based on? Why have Ntrtwc American tribes not been

I

consulted on th:s pro]ect under the revised Section 10ti of the Nat]onal Hlstonc
Preservation Act? Ttus project has berm and std[ is m violatlon of the pmvtsmrs of thts
act In other words, it appears that you are breaking the taw. Natwe American mbcs may
want a greater protective area around these $ntes,and possibly the establishment of
Mcmonsrrda of Agreement for the continued protection of these s[tes Stte wslts WI]]
probably be nccesssiry before any action takes place Iiave you !dermficd these areas as
bcmg Sacred Sites or Tradltionat Cu@d Places for Natwe Amertcmr groups?

II IS Implied that not all of these plots are or will be near areas that pronghom use Then
why are they being utdtzed? These areas ofpronghom use should be known, and the
expcnmcnt designed wi~h that usmmd, ‘Tt M cxpectcd that creosote bushes wou td

gradually become reestabhshed...”’ Wbcrc la the reference, and proof, for this? Are there
plans to revcgetatc after the expenmcnt M over~ Creosote arc notoriously difficult to

I
propagate—how IS this being addressed? How do you know these areas won’t simply

2 & become superhighways for the urvas!on of p~otlc tnvastve plant spec!es, especially
because a number of these plots are along rbacts?And again a refcrcnctr (o tbc future

‘without dt$cuasmg a speelftc Icngih oft)m~ Thts is (MSopen.ended

P. 6
The idea of watcrrng the desert to manipulate natural forb populations remams

controversial. The htemnsre does not mdlcate Ihat what IS being planned here will

actually work. These plants do not exist wi!hm a vacuum 1s it possible that human

Interventmrr m the Ilfc cycle of these plants could have long-term ]mphcahons for Ihelr

Iocaltzed populations’) And the reference Frwsyth et al 1984 Isn’t even m the
bibhography Is th!s a madrwp refercrrce? Or M this lmhcauve of the lack ofattmrtlon to

detad we wdl see dururg the length ot’this pro)cct~

28
“Water would be apphed frequently enough to enhance forage praductlon goals of each

plot” And this would be how much? Again, the sclcnce M not there 25 lbs of forage per

2’+

day—based on how many mdw!duats per plot?

How do we know that the constant presence of water trucks, even at mgh!, won’t be yet
another dMtrrbancc to the pronghom, adding yet more stress to the population’” Do they

mmd the presence of water tnscks’r And what about water quahty? Wdl this be tested and
controlled for as wellq What about possible pm~tctdc, hcrbtc!de, funglclde, mtrste, heavy

metal, and salt contamination from Imgatmn water? Could tbls project create Iorrg-mnr
problems by using contaminated wa!crv WIII you have to pay for the waterv who WIII

pay the bdl’r

Seeding would he done by hand—two thousand and some acrcs~ And it appears that

30 there wdl be no guarantee that the seed wdl be weed free Do all o~thcse species grow cm
the plots m question? Haa a plant mvmrtory been done for each sltc~

A dnp Imgatmrr system WIII reqtsuw Installation and maintenance, once agotrr requlnng

31 people to be out m pronghom hrhtat. Are the affects of all this potential dmrsrbmrec
urrdcrstood? Could this cause the pronghont more stress and harm?

P7
Large cqu!pment~ What targe equlpmcnt? ‘ftus needs to be spcclficd

You are going to use traditional Tohono O’odham farming tcchmques, yet not one of thes
agrmctcs has any expcnence with these techmques You have had a single visit with

32 ‘1ohrmo O’odham pr.ople, but not a full ofticmt consrsltatlon You have not consulted w!!h
any of the tnbcs You prcsurnc that you can just go out there and do successful Ak-Chm

fanmng w!thout any expcnrmce or experhsc. Tlus IS a blg problem

33

3 ‘1

Once agihn You presume to understand the effects of water avmlabihty on pronglmm
when you really don’t You cannot prove at this time that making this water available
won’t actually cause barns to the ammals. Free-standing water would ass!st pronghom m

dlgestmg tugh-pmrem fmage’J Wberc are the references’) Which forage is high protcm~ I
would also note that a lot of your referencing IS based on stngle mdlwdual studies that

appear 10not have been repeated, thus makurg their conclusmrrs far from a srrrc thjn6

Asldc from the Tohono O’odham Natmn, YOUhave once again M out a number of
Natwe Amencmr tribes wbo am stakeholdcrs m thjs aree YOU nmd m consult with !hcse

tribes and prowde oppo~nlt!es for them parmclpatlon tf (hey so destrc

,,‘



cgwding your sfagmglcampmg areas, these too must be chcckcrt for CU1tural resources
3S I ~nd cleared by a quahtied archacolog!st

3& I My ~renq the Marines offering frsndmg for a project on ther lnnds?

I

Altcmatwc B, the drilling of wells wdhm the range, is completely unacceptable, TTie
~ ~ same questions about water availabdwy and Its possible negatwe affects on wtldhfe stall

need to be answered, [t ISalso inappropriate to drdl wells man area of Natmnal Park
qualify, It would permanently mar the !ranqtrdity and undlsfrrrbed nature of this area (as
does this cntme project.)

Alternative C is the ordy acceptable altematwe at this rime, given the poorly thought out
and badly destgrrcd Ahematwes A and FL

I

“Forage enhancement improvements may be considered ur the firture on the refbge”
I r According to whom? floes Fish and wildlife realty aancllon h action as an .sfr%cuve

nmeans to recover prongbom?

P9

I
39 “’3. Less plots” I think not only should there be fewer plots, there should be a surgle tat

plot ourslde of prongbom habitat to work out whether or not this project IS even fcwlble
That M what a pdot study ISreally all about

,a, ~a “5 Forage Enhancements Only” Once again, the relationship ofpronghom with
supplemcrrtal water has not been dcterrmncd.

y7
.-

Complctc sod, vegetation, and wddlife profiles need to be done prior to any project of
ttus nature m order to es!ablish a baselmc for merisunng changes and !mpack,, whether
Positive or nermtwc. Ttus ISbasic scmrce. mrd 1am shocked that !hls work hasn’t been

‘ Lone. TbIs pr~ect bas potential to cause ~hangcs m the Goldwarer ecosysremi and If there
are no basebne data, there would be no standard by which to hold government agencies
responsible for them actions.

P.11

I

~k ‘l%ts project needs to prove beyond a doubt that the mvaswe aherr spccles wtuahon WIII
not be exacerbated by Ihls proposed undertatcmg, BEFORE the undmtakmg occurs

It

It is inappropriate and unacceptable to de~rroy habitat m any ACEC rfthe purpose of
‘D1 designating an ACEC m the first place IS to presendmamtaur habmrt

I

~, Fig 3--This diagram tells us very httlc. You mention a trough m the text, yet there IS no
trough represented m the schematic. A plan wew would also be helpful

P. 16

2.s

I am cxtrerrwly dlsmrbcd at the asscruon that NacIvc Amwrcirn rcl[gious concerns have
been rfctermmcd to be unaffected fry the proposed altematwes, when there has ~wt@ty
been no consultation whatsoever with any of the approx!mtnely two dozen or so Natwe
American trrbes who clalm affihation with the Goldwater area You don’t know if[here
art any concerns, because you have not asked. Under the new SectIon 106 regulations of
thrs Nattonal Hlstonc Presewauon Act, you are mandated to begin consultations with
Natwe Amcncans at the front end of projects TINS casual business-as-usual approach to
deahng wmhNative Americans IS irresponsible and repugnant

39 I Impacts YOUneed to determme lhe depth to which SOIISWIIIbe Impacted

Iflhe water systems, which may not actually be a benefit to pronghom (see previous

4A
I

comments), may only be temporary, perhaps the Impacts would be lessened If they were
Iefi above ground rather than buried

P 17-18. You speak m glowing terms about the benefits of water improvements w]thout
cltmg a single source to back up your comment.% Once irgam, this IS an example of bad or
even no sctence at all. ‘flus IS unaeceptabte There IS a difference between direct and
mdwect reference m science, and this document seems to demonstrate a lack of
comprehcnsmn of this simpte relationship Things are not facts just because d IS easier
for an agency to have them be that way. I want to see the data before you go out there
muckmg up an ecosystem more than you have already

In 3) Ktseems that the impltcatrcrn here IS that the point of all this tsn’t to proteet and

43 cnhancc Ilre pronghom herd and Its habitat, It IS actually 10 move the herd orn of Its
habitat turd get It out of the way of the Aw Force That kind of urrkrmrrg wnh an
cnckmgered spectch cotdd gcr you all sued

=-] cultural Rcsnurces Again, ynu must consult w][h the tnbcs on how best to hartdlc IIIIS
Addmonalty, I demand Ihat a proferis!onal archaeologmat survey be performed on all
areas to be tmpacted by this project, mchrdmg those supposedly surveyed already The
resutts of the prewous work ar~ pathetm. 1 have very serious concerns about the
qualifications, or lack thereof, ofthc people who performed the survey. The archaeology
ofthls regton IS subtle, sparser flagde, end sometimes easdy mmed even by

appropnat~ty Iralned pm fesslona! personnel. ‘M work prewrsusly undrn-takm must be
redone professionally A bunch of amateurs, a blologlst, and a single archamdoglst do
NOT ~ profcss!onal survey team make Redo It, and do II right this time

P 19

?. (. I Invaswe species YOII intend to weed rrll of these plots by hrmd~ Sure, whatever

40 I ACECS Again, no plots m these arerrs

,
,:
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You note that recrcationrsltIsc ISexpected to gradually increase This would bc somelhmg
tha! can be addressed without destroying more pronghom habltal as m Ilm proposed
action

lfyou are going to take credit for ccmmbuttons to the local economy, you had better
make sure you document It because any contributions would surely be mnnmal

40----- - ~
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P 23

“Irreversible and. ,.” You have not documented thts. Some of these changes have the

potcrrtra] to bc damagmg and nm.verslbie.

I

Once again, I note that no Native American robes, groups, or mdwtduals were consul!cd
zL7 on any ofthki You arc wolatmg NHPA and Presldcnt Clinton’s Execunve order on

ccnrsraltatmn with tribes.

GENERAL COMMENTS

This project is itl-crsnceivcd and no! well thought-out. I%e scmtce IS questlonab[e to norr-
.mstent The proposed action ISan expcnmcmt whose purpose appears 10 be to get the Air
Force, Marmc Corps, and otbcr agencies off the hook rather than to do the rrght th!ng for
pronghom, There has been no attempt as far as I can tell to mvesttgatc. o!hcr possfblc
acttons which would be less devastamrg to pronghom habttat and tsltlmately have m~rc
bcneficlaf affccfs on pronghom. These would include shutnng down the Goldwater
Range, rcmmmrg fences, rmd Iookmg for ways to expand pmnghom habitat to some
semblance of what tt was m the past. The agencies revolved m tfrts pmyxt seem m he
tlailmg about rsymg to do samethtng, anything, ngbt now, llua ui not approprtatc [t IS
time to think big, to think outs]de of [be box, to come up with crcattvc sdtttons that
actually stand on the back of facts rather than conjecture ![ would appear that [he
Sonoran pronghom have been forced mto wfraf IS for all intents and puqmscs a
constricted Marsd-hke habitat that no longer meets thew needs. And yet you folks want to

mamputate their habitat even more in some mad attempt to solve the problem rather than
deal with causes that are already known. This IS complc[ely unacceptable. Wc am all m

aSTCcmeflt that the pronghom are ]mportant and need to be pmtectcd. If YOU want to tw
an expcrrment on a strrglc plot outside ofpmnghnm habttat, (that also goes through
NEPA and NHPA) to prove that this scheme actually works before you nuke 2000+ acres
of proqghom halmat, then I would reconsider But at th]s pmnt, I rim firmly against this
pro)cct A fM’OJI?Ct hke this mrast be based di a firm scwnufic fooung, or [t’s not worth the
paper 11’swnttcn on
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StaIe.i WIthmrIbmmascdrmumrrmt mto the adult czhrm rhae u a high prclnbdity tho Smoran prcmghmr wdl Ixxzane
cxtmct in thenmr kturc ??reEA dccsnot prav!dea clmntatucrmt of IJ!B“IMA”

L Pa&~ l%agmph 7, wc S. br~ the@ “m” tehvcm the wcc_ds‘Ifdmrcd” and ‘Mlhm”

3. P*w @ Pamgrapb 3. II scmu tJmt pm ahmfd hnvc mught pemnsItM to u v/@ kccrt tic wm!erholder L&c’eYWgm
3 I drub mto the fmxcsc. What Imppcnc tf~ wand get pcrrrmstm ~ my wr+tcrholdma?

4- f%S % %~Ph % me 1. rCph= thC wad “is” with “in” bctwm the wwi!i “prmghrrm” and “dlgrsang”

5. Page PI ScctimcIll Sukctlmr B. Ldggallctc grccs u .WImfa (=Pfemqrrhu) tfgd, ma H iwfmdm

6. I PSZCltk Sect5aa flL .%drcmtiaa R dcn Rma lti .%tfIMTfV. ffmr 4. TOmv brnvdcdm no Native Ammcm Trrb=
I&& cmwhLYJ&m?dwtJIePIw@xJfk~ nmwue T&bumal CIA&4 PlaL=fi&’s) cms!dmd IIIth. EA 1
am nat m urlmmlnpst and make no fuctmsu ti kg aa rep-t m the Nmrmaf l.kmc Prac!mmm Act nml cdher
rdatmf fldtxnl law. How=, gc%mthat ink bavmm * cmstdt~ I qumvm the wdtchtyof the smcmmnt tbm Nntwr
Amczcmn Rcbgomc Cmcuacban M mmlyud and would mu be nff@cd Lyany of dm alremanva mmmkrcd m (he
EA. mb*Edcd@e Oftiem*-dd wtitic-@qflmnymr— ble m -c II)a[
tic prqtxf wfl not ut%u three rcsmrce% Nmwmr, me dmuld not tmch tlm cmmhmrar withmr tdkmg to the puplc
vdmsc rcbgftnu mcrcmc am tmmg addrcsd

I

Page 16; sectfm IV, Suhccctfon AL Tfm ra.cstsbhabmmt of n.tfwr -’m hr arms impadcd by omstmchm of
txrrrcd dcc-$mtcr _ rmdd kc facthhirtmf& drng the dMmbcd sI@wrh rmtm frxlx and plsntmg pad pmnmul
Wxfyvegmmm.

PEfJc17, Srh=tkm Z Une 1. rmzrt tbewxd’’of’ bctvmm the wds ‘Isfnbhshmcm” and %fd!tirnol”

ATJDMONAL COMMENTS

I mdcrstand tfmt the Smtmut pnnghmn ts a higldy mqrcrdmf apmies tfmt u M@ ta go mmnct unlcs mttcm arc @cm wtmb
br- o.!frrdatdhty of wrvwuf. 1ah turd-d that tmmrsmg anilable fmagc Tu fiiwm during the early pwnmt of thcrr h=.

.- wrll kfcelym- dmr rswumnmt am dw adult frqxdanm aad that mumsmg t%m mrwwl ISmtmd M the rccnmy of Ihc
$pxH. 1am m l%vwOfmfrplmimrmg awldmblcI&lrgc~ vmh mauveplant spcmcs and L=hewthat the mttfml$ tdmmlimlm
the EA ~e prefnablc tn hatdmg tn dfidfh IXrxhm nm-natm plaar qxma. kf~, gwm the RTttcdly low numb of %wmmr
PK@CXII md tie ~dY rbywm~ w have bEIJ,I rfmb ti the pmpmcd mahads vitll b of my &actlt tfus P and wmdcr
wtmkicr w have mneto “rxpmnrent’ wnfr mahmk to omuac madakdc ftcmgc Em tithe p- prqcd ISurmmed and it IIH
mmmsewadablefa mgermdfmmcurwwd, ltWldh_~&ti w~d~mym}@titie_~Ja J

fa _ yHI QTumrpbnc crxac cddIamaI supplumrrtal&iuIgpmgrarmv.hchamid“fnkc the fxag. la the had” this $casm md
uald the prapmcd prqti hac ● rbarmc ta “gel off tic grumd” Prrfmps there MCsmrc .!mnmc fm hay w fresh Vcgdatum rmxcs

cml@of*aabw t5thasulacm D=YL

,$
Pm@tmt cm a dtirraffy tmp+xlmt CPXICrto the ‘fM&to OWmnr arrd the Wddhfc & Vcgcmt!m Mamgunmt Pmgmrrrof Ilw
Tdrmo O’mJhaat W.trm supptsmry cffcmra m- the ]tkchhniwlnf the sfxcrrx long-tam sm%wal 1Inwcva, w art cmmrncd
ati the Wayla V&II tfrc~c mhan~mt proJcd _ and W have b pr~ti .s~hc ally,BLM hn$ bu=nne@,@l
wUt rqd tn Cmlnlrmmltmg wit Natwe Ammcm Tnk (parumdady the ‘fuhcmo O’cxlF@mNtiImrI) and ahm Jtklt+.j md
tCIICrcStCdp8ftxs rcgardmg the prOp&d project. ‘h mmll hmmut at Ihe puhhc mcwng tn I_ucsan mtkr.s tlus Id of
Kunmlml@rOn

4
AcmrdkrB to the E& “the nbjccmwof the prqxscd proJca is to conduct rcsmmh that WIIIa.msr us m rcwh[ng u led ofprmghnm
$uMcrmt to allow the rmrovxl of ammnls fcr the estnbhshmmt of addmmal ppdannn(s) m the hture” [t u ?a(c ta asumc the

“addmmnl pnpufattm(sl” wmdd k @ablisJraj wtdrht the hlstm’e rcngc of the @~ w+Ilchlnch!dM lands on ntul wl]umm Id(hc
Tahmo O’adham Nanm I?rc$cfw%the prqxrxcf prOJcadwxtly alkcrs the Tohmo O’wfn,un NmmrI

J-l
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,%zamral Or& 3206Zdirects sgcncms wrhm the Dcparaamt of fmmcr [o %msrdt wrti and ccckthe pmmpanm oc tbc nfF
Indmr tnb” II akn gtmcs that n ta the resprmmbihty of thmc agcavws to “uuurc that mmmngful gowmmcrd-tqfovcrrrm

cmmmmmnm rxcun regarding !ichms takm \mdu the (Endangucd S@”cc) Atz.” ‘f?temfm%tic BLM sbmfd hnvc UXIBC

ooimls oftbe Tchmo O’adfmm Natim early m the prti of ptqmdng thu @ mtd EA_

The BLM hm nnt mntmctmfthe Tdirmo O’ufbam Natkm ta ebmt iripid m the prapmed ~qcd m to odbmc tic Nanm tfmt PI
mmmgc WKCbcmg held uc Ttuxm md Yurmr. No “gowxnrnmt<~ nvmrmmt mmrrmrnkzmm” mxumcd. In * the smlfo(

Nurwal Rmmca _@ f~d @dah the mcetmg m Tucwm “through th. grapmnc” miys &w hmas tdrre the mm
wrcfrcdIIIKJ tabegnt lAntiktimtinmti m-md Yman~~mdtic Fti Rcgrs@rafwdaysbzf”
mcehnf@ISadcqumc natim m tntil gmmrmnb and cldy tlua dors nrx cmsnmts .sawrnm ml.mgowaromf mnmumutm

1! IS rcgrdiable that the BLM has E&l m its rcspmsbdity tn omrmmrmirtc wth the TrJraro t7cdham NarIm, ahcr Nz
Arrrmcan Ms, aad cdrm c&zd and umutstaf parctcsrcgardmg the fxwpmcd fnage mhanammt prqca. Fad- such as
mtnmlyda rrdradfacrnsofbusr mthef?LM. ‘fle Tc4mro0’mfham Nutahaslftcmmm rakeanct&uwpmtnHms
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Yuma County, Arizona
Harold AJdrlch
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February 16,2000

Gad Atcheson
Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2555 East Gta Ridge Road
Yuma, AZ 85365

RE: EA-AZ-050-99-045 Sonoran Pronghom Habdat Frwage Enhancement

Dear Ms. Atcheson:

The following comments are being submtfed concemmg the proposed Sonoran Prong horn
Habdat Forage Enhancement project wlthln the Ban-y M Goldwater Range

1. Socioeconomic impacts: The proposed vegetation plots wdhln the Efarry M Gotdwater
Range may be affected mdlrectly by two Dames that are proposed to be developed m the
area. one Dairy IS to be developed off of Aztec Road, Exit 73 south of Interstate Highway
E and the second off of Spot Road, Exit 78 south of Interstate 8 Both Datry sites WIIIhave
developed waters and cultivated crops that may lure the antelope to the Dairy areas

f because of easy access to feed and water sources If the Pmnghorn Antelope are drawn

I 10 the cultwated lands they could become a nuisance to the farmers especmlly if the

ammats start grazing crops. In the event of these wlldkfe encroachments farmers may fmd
themselves m the position of wanting to ekmmate the nuisance themselves

2. Air QuaMy and Health Issues: The proposed burning of creosote bush is a concern only
In the potential health hazard exposure to those mdtwduals who are burning the creosote
they may !~hale fumes ciiusing respiratory mfectton. Atso, those pe,rscns that WIII
dlsturlxng the soil around the creosote bush need to be made aware that the self under
and around the creosote bush habitat IS the micro enwranment for the fungus, CoccJod/os

I

mrrrrrfusthat causes Valley Feverm hu Fns and dogs. h ISadvisable that persons working
T2 around the area where there are newly disturbed SOIIsltea wear f2fUtBCflVe masks so not

to breath In fugtttve dust that could contain COCCIand cause Valley Fever

There ISan attached reformation pamphlet to prowde to the field personnef working on the
project

Gad Atcheson, Bureau of Land Management Februaty 11, 2000 Pg

3. Wddkfe Isauas:

~ A The mortaktyrates of young antelope needs to be further mvestlgated Perhaps forensic
mvestlgatlon of the carcass for respiratory damage could be done In the desert area, th
Desert Tortoise, dogs, cats and humans are prone to various resplratov diseases thes
diseases may also affect young antelope,

B, Predatton by coyotes in the area IS a valid concern and they indeed could contnbute t
the mortakty of young antelope Area sheep ranchem have reported that a privately hired
trapper has trapped more than 125 coyotes m the Mohawk Valley, Tacna, Wellton and
Dome Valley area m the past four months There has been trapping of wild dogs A loca
sheepman clalms that the increase m coyotes mlgratmg Info populated areas and attacking
domesticated kvestock IS due to drought In the desert

C. The Forage Enhancement Project seems very viable !ncreaslng the SOnOra

Pmnghom Antelope populations to the point of being able to transplant populations an
to take the Sonoran Pmnghorn Antelope off the U S Fish and Wddkfe Service Threatened
and Endangered Species List ISvery Important Also, having large populations of Sonoran
Pronghom Antelope that could be observed m the County could enhance the Eco-tounsm
Industry In Yuma County

We support the Sonoran Pmnghom Habdat Forage Enhancement Prolect and encourag{
the development of slmltar sttes within the National WOdkfe Refuges that could be futurl
transplant sites for the Sonoren Pmnghom Antelope

If there are any queswms concemmg this reply contact me, (520) 329-2300 ext t 73, FA
(520) 317-B302 or E-mad address IS gaga@dds co yuma az us

Smcerdy,

A.2L2’*AG-4J
Gail Gallagher

/’

Environmental Planner

Enclosures” (1)
cc, Harold Aldrich

Monty Slansh~fry
GGlgg
L021100gg
~1.mc.!com.spondcnce!9 alla9httioDm.t@ !OPe~a @

Mmry M SlanSb”~ Curtis Camlar Rogm A Pa!kmm” P E Rogur E Schc,ec,no” P E
Pki,Inmg lme.tor Chl.1 Wldi”g OIRcliIl County Engineer kl.wmqmkng,nmr

Pim”mq h .Zon,ng Bulldmg safety Engmmng Owm,on
(520) 3292300 (520) 329-2290

Flood CO,,, (LX(2,SIJWI
(520) 3292300 (520) 3292302



PUBLIC COMIWIWS
Etrvrrmrmenral Assessment

Sorrorrrrr Pronghorrr Forage Erthmrcements /::; F:? Zq \ :& lq

We welcome your comments tm the draft envtmnmcmal assessment for pri~ls;~;: ‘ ‘ 1“’ “-’::
cqmrirnental forage cohrmccrncrttsfor the endangeredSonomn pronghom.

You can write yotu comments below and elthcr subrmt them to us tomgbt, or you may mad II
10us at the address shown below YOUcan also .wrbmltmore comments later If you wrsh, but
they nsust be rcccivcd before tic. corrmrerrtpcnod ends on March 24,2000 Madcd comments
postmarked on Mamh 24th will bo accepted

MailCOmCSltSto:
Field Man@er
Bozcau of Laud Management .t P tdELCHIONPJE

MARY E tWIELCHIONNE
2555 East Gila Ridge Road 134= EAtiT 44TH DRIVE

YUMA, ARIZONA 85367-E351
WussrCAZ E536S

March 21,2000

MS Gail Acheson, Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Yuma Field Office
2525 GIlir Rsdgc Road
Yurruz AZ 86365

Rx Sonotwr Pronghom Forage EnhancementPrqect
Draft EA-AZ050-99-045

Dear Gad,

Brian F Do[an
511 E Robcna CIrclc

Tucson. Arrzona 85704

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to rcwew the Draft Envlmnmcntal Assessmmrt
for the Sononm Prnrtghom Forage Enhancement ProJcct (EA-A2XM0-99-045). [ also
enjoyed ancndmg the pubhc mmong held m Tucson on Felm.rory 2, 2000 Fmm the
marcnal recewed and [he tnforrnauon prowdcd ar the pubhc mccrmg I offer [he tollowtng
comments for your constderanon.

I

I fully support the Rectwcry Team’s pmposcd acnon under Altcnmnve “A” for habnm
fom.gc enhancements on drc Ban-y M Goldwater Range Pmacrsvc marmgcmem acuvmes
for the endangered Sonormr prorsghom me long overdue and I behcvc thm these study plots
am. a very unporrasstfmt atcp

I mtm cxptcss my disappointment that the United States Fish and Wllrthfc Servtce
(usFWS) M not allowing any of the study plora m bc Iecatcd on the Cobcza Pmta rchlgc.
Surce the Cabeza conuuns a significant pot-non of the pronghom’s primary range it appears
obvious that some, tf not all, of the snsdy plots should be located on the refuge. In denying
this ahcmanve it M appirmnt thnt the USFWS ts hurdcnng the cffmts and obJcctrves of the
RCCOVCCYTeam imd could hkely compromtsc the goal ot mcrcasmg fwvn mrxu!trnerr~ 111!s
rcsmcrron IS unrrcccssary and IS corstrmy to the overall mlssmn of the USFWS Ilc final
EA should allow for lmplcmenratton ot forage enhancement on w pornon of the Cabcza
PncLI NWR as dctmrmned necessary by the Recovery Team

I
1 am slm!htrlyconccmcd that the T~cncal Range aheroatzvc could nol ix. pursusxt-tmupung
this resmctxm wub that of the Cabcza has hrmred the prqect to the norrhwcstcm most
exrremlry of the pronghom’s range. If wc were truly tnreresred m the recovery of the
pronghom one would think that we would bc perfonrrurg drcse study plots where they
would do ihe most goed. h almost seams as though the Incatrons were determmed on the
basis of adnunistmtrvc convcmence. rather than where they would offer the most benefit IO
tbc projccr.

Regardless of my concerns, I hope that the prqect. as prescndy outlined. con begrn
!mplementaaon at thti earhest possible opportunity.

Surcercly,

& ~DQP-
..——

-3

— .>

..4

13rran F DoIan
.

,,
,(



experimenting with these animals,March 11,2000 010
Mike Seldman
6236 S. lgth St.
Phoenix, AZ85040

Susanna Henry
Bureau of Land Management
Yuma Field Office
2555 E. Glla Ridge Rd.
Yuma, A2 85365

R& SOnOran Prcmghorn Habitat Forage Enhancement

Dear M% Henw

I recognize the good IntentIons of the BLM and AZGFDepartments.
SOnoran prongharn populations are low and recruitment lately has been
poor. Still, I am deeply disturbed by this proposal. It seems to be more of
the kfnd of h’tterventfon into natural processes that created ttse Dtroblem.
H/en more worrisome to me, It represents another sad step towmm the
domestication of wild landscapes. This proposai is singie-species

management with a vengeance-- transforming an ecosystem to benefit
one species. i do not find this to be an acceptable trade-off. Our meddllng
is part of the probiem and the solutlon cannot be more of the same. Truly
Protecthlg species Wiif require, not more ecosystem manipulation, but
changes In human activities and iife styles to those that support thriving
@C05yStefn5.This Is my deep view of the subject. The rest of this ietter is
quibbling over details.

&The &l say5 that reductions in th amount and quaiity of habitat has
resuited in iow prcmghorn poputdtions but the numbem say something
differenfi populations are higher than they were back in 1924; no steady
decrease is shown, HOW do we know that the ilttle recruitment the last

I Coupie of yearn is not simpy naturai variation in an extremeiy arid
environment? Naturai cycie$ have been operating on these animais for
thousands of years. Adult pronghorn are fairly iong-llved; won’t females
SuCCessfuiiy reproduce when the rains come again? I do not like

The EAsays nothing about the popuiatian in Mexico which i believe
contains more, perhaps twice as many, animals. Is the State putting as
much effort into maintaining corridors between the US and Mexico as it is

I

willing to put into habitat manipuiatlon57 What are the differences In
z habitat between the US and Mexico? Why do Sonoran pronghorn appear

to be doing better tiIere?

3

J-1

Fragmentation--ot)staci~ to movement afld/or recoioni~atlon-- and not
habitat perse, maybe the cause of iow population% 500 animals is a neat
optimal number in the abstract but is there any evidence that 500 animals
ever iived in the area of Arizona that Sonoran pronghorn are currently
confined to or that the area and habitat can support that many
pronghorn without movement to and from MexIco7

Pronghorn numbers have not increased [n most other areas of the Stat@,
e.g. the Empire Ranch or Buenos Aires, and In fact pronghorn numbers

5 have been decreasing aii through the west, perhaps from drought. 1
haven’t heard forage enhancement Suggested elsewhere,

The claim is made that “two consecutive productive ralnfail seasons are
rare in the Sonoran desert, leading to the need fOr management”. This Is
the sort ofstatemertt I find troubiing. I don’t see that the Concision
follows from the premise. And I don’t iike the casuai smugness with

4 which the need for heavy management is invoked. This is 8 deS@rt.
Animais have iiVed in it for thousands of years and are adapted to aridity.
Of course most sDecles wiii increase their numbers fOliowin9 wet Years
and decllne with ioss of productivity after dry years (or a series of dry
years). This is the naturai course of things in the desert (as elsewhere).
One gets the impression reading this document that the agencies reSent
the desert because of that variability and believe their job is to smooth
it out [i.e. make the desert something else) ! Water may be the ilmiting
factor for desert game species but that’s what makes it a desert, Let it be

~ a desert and not a game ranch. There Is no proof that Sonoran pronghorn
even need to drink water.

And this proJect is iikeiy to change the ecosystem in some ways.
5 Predators for instance are iikeiy to benefit as well as pronghorn, Ifl

denying that more water may iead to increased predation, the ciaim is



Q

9

made that habitat COIIdltlOtI IS more important to fawn survival than
predation. This may be so but It misses the point that more water m~ght
draw In more rwedators, as thev will benefit frOm the water and learn to

I expect to find-prey anlmak there. In additkm, exotic plants such as

I ~or buffel 9rass may well establish themselves on the dkturbed
I sites.

What If the proJect succeeds, If pronghorn numbers-- and perhaps other

I

species’ numbers- are made artlflclally high? Will we commit to

10 sustaining these practices Into the far future to support a population
completely dependent on people? The State might just as well transplant
all Sonoran pronghorn Into a grassland someplace or bring them lrItO

CaptMtV forever! It seems we are more disposed to do either of those
things than confront the real issue of human encroachment into their
habitat,

I thank You for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Mike Seldman

-.

(ii) THE STATE OF ARIZOIW
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Ms Gail Acheson, Fwld Manager
7< ~. .
:J

Bureau of Land Management
~:

-d=”-.

Yuma Field Oftlce
. .:.=9

.-M<
2555 East Cbla Ridge Road . -1 ~

Yuma, Arizona 85365
r—
!:m~

Re Ilrai? Environmental Assessment No EA-AZ-050-99-045 Sonoran Prongh% ~tlbt~l
Forage 13thanccment Project ,-: - -

P> u

Dear Ms Acheson:

The Arrzonii Chine and Fish Department (Department) has rewcwed the draft Enwronmerrlal
Assessment (lIA), dated February 2000, to enhance the qu:lllty of habitat [or tbe Srrnrrr.in
prortghom wrthln the Bony M Goldwater Range (13MGR) Consistent with the RevIse(i

Sonorart I]ronghom Recovery Plan and recommendations from rhe .%noran Pronghom Recovery
Implementatmrr Team, this project would create high-quahty habitat and provtde a temporary
wppty of Jree-stendmg water for Sonoren pronghom on the BMGR

The Depm-tment supports proactwe hab[tat management for the Sonoran pronghom, and wc
irpprcmtethe Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) efforts In dcvelopmg th!s drati A& you
t.nuw, the Department has been Involved m the development of this EA and we support the
cxlsllng colhdmnmve cffor-ts to develop habitot Improvement projects (hat ore cormstmrt WI(IIthe
recover-y gods for Srmrrmn pronghom The Department would Ilke to meet wrth t3LM to thscuss
IIM Proposed Action and other alternatives specdic to water dehvcry, prmr IO tinahzmg the EA

We Imrk forward to worlung caoperattvcly wtth the Involved agenc]es to implement [his habitat
enhancement project for the Sonomn pronghom Please contact John Hervwr ,]t (520) 342-00’) I
to LIISCUSSthui project and Issues associated wtth prowdmg water to the experimental Iorage
plots Thank You

Smcficly /

&J/+gf’ /
IXlane L Shmufe
Director

CL Jnhrr Kennedy, Prolcct Evaluation Program Supervisor, Habitat Rmnch
John I Iervert, Wlldhfe Program Manager, Region IV, Yumd

,1
!
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
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MEMORANDUM FOIZ 56 RMOiESM

FROM: HQ AETC/CEVN
266 F Street West
Randolph AFFJTX7S150-43 19

SW23JECR Drat? Sormrnn Pronghom Forage Enhancement Project Environrncntal
Assessment (EA)

1. We reviewed the subjeet document, and our comments arc attached. In general, the
document rmefyzes cnvu’onmerrtal tmpacts of the proposed prOJeCt, but it ts short on some
important detarls. For example, what M the duratton of proposed pro]ect~ Who dec!des
the size of buffers around cultural resources sites? Who wrll make these decmons (at a
mhdmum, attribute decisions to respectwc argrmctes)? Addressing these SOrls of
questions and our other comments w’11Improve rhe undersrandmg of the project hy both
the general public and the decvmrt-makws.

2 Please forward our comments, along wrtb yours, to the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) for mcorponmon mto the document. Then, after appropriate legal review and
staffing, the Fmdmg of No Sigtufrcant Impact can be JOMdy s!gned by the hvcr agencies

3. Shrrtdd you have any questkrns or require Rrrtherirtfmmrrtton,plerrse callourPOC,
Ms Marton &wtn, HQ AETCKXWN, at DSN 4S7-3656

& (’F-$“d+=+ -

~ ~USSEL . FARRfNCIER, 111
Acung ChleC Enwronmenral Planning Branch
Environmental EWsron

Drrectomte of The CwJ1 Engineer

Attachment:
Comments

cc:
HQ AETC/JAV
BLM (Ynma) w/o atcfr

—
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Commenw on the I;nwronment.sl Awwrncnl for lhe

Sonoran Prortrzhom For-iwe Ershanccment Pmlect
2x. Fei)-on

Seehol

1 A.

1 c.

ID,

II A

II A

[LA

1[ A

[1A

1[A

- ..
Comment

Snbstxnttvc Comrucnts
iFiii37AmAv, tranitir of mslural ml cultura
resourc& management responstblllty to MCAS am
LAFB occurred wth passage oi Iqyslatmn W-ha
occurs over next two years 1s rehnqulshmerrt of non
renewed lands. Note CPNWR M managed by USFWS
ThIS needs to be more fully cxplamed Perhap
ftmrres. which I don’t have, already do Same commen
~ppbes’to 111E

EA states project IS m conformance, but how~ 13rrefl~
;ummarrzc land use plan(s), so readers can see hov
>ro]ect fits into big picture
;A states pro]ect IS consistent wnh other plms, bu
eader must take this on fa}th What do orher plan!
mvwion for prOJeCt area? Briefly summmrzc otha

clans, so readers cm draw their own conclusions
~mrfirslng. I I + 4 = 15 (not 14) Ewdently one plo!

:ontams two rn!es Needs berrcr mrphmatum
Yoject fhsmtton
.ine 17 What “range?” BMGR~ Or SPH Ilabt[at
an Be?
,ine 18 What “removals?” Removals ofwhatq
.ine 1%21, Who decides whwr to dlscontmuc’~ 1[OW
! success or meffectweness detemr rned~
;reosote Removnl
.ine 38 Who dec!des size of buffer around cultural
mourcesv How IS stze of buffer dmmnlncd’~ (1 don”!
ave Fig 2 wluch may provide exphuratmn )
.ine 42. what IS detirut]on of “’near~“
,me 45 Remowng creosote wrth propane torch
omn ‘t sound “easy” tome
Vater Apphcmots
,irre3 Are there control plors~ Would vegetar!on on
nwatered side of road be control’r If so, [Ills needs to
e explained.
,ine 15 What are specific goals for each plor9 Will

there be d] ffmmt watenrrg regimes to effect a range of
vegetation densny (lushness)?
Lme 21 What M detlnmon of “m the areaq”
Vative Seeding What ii detimrmn of “enough”
~oragev
f%ntmgllrrqplion \Vba[ 1$ lmlg,]llon reglmc’?
~tghttlme~ flryttme9 Automimc unmr’> hlotsRlre

RL3 wwer

hl Envtn
I

bf Enwn

kf Envrn

hf Enwn

hl Erwrn

I
&l Erwin

k[ Ilwm

A1 F.rwtn

it Lrvwn



10 7 8 11.A. Watw diversmrs manlpulutmns, what Llrt ivl Lrwm

%-admonal Tohono O’odham farmmg techmques~”

11 8 7 11A, Campmg/Staging Area.% Fwe sites are located wtdun M Frwln

MCAS jurtsdlctton, but no funding IS being offered by
MCAS Or USFWS, who are charged wrth recovering
species. That doesn’t seem n ght.

12 8 -- H B. Alternative U.. At end of project, what M planned M Erwin

disposlrion of wells and tbelr ossoclated appurtenances?
Left in place? Pulled? Plugged? Capped?

13 10 31 111F. Cultural Resources Who IS decldmg size of but fer(~) M Erwlrl

around cultural resource(s)? Why hasn t size of
buffer(s) already been determined? When wtll declston
be made?

14 11 12, 111J. Recreahon M Envm

22 Line 12, I thought there wiss one access perrrm system
Tfns sounds hke there are at least three perrmts
rcqmred. Wouldn’t perrmt(s) also be needed from

AGFD (for hunttng) an~or USFWS (for access ro
CPNWR)~ Needs better explanation
Line 22. ldcnt@ accessible s~~es.

15 13 45+ [VA 2) f)isease, Last two sentences m Rrst paragraph seem to M Enwn

contradict each other, Be consistent.

16 15 29 [v .4+8) Recreation. Contrad@ton. Here slx snes are M Knvm

accessible [n Scc Ill J. only four sites are accessible,
Why cbfferertce’?

17 16 II Iv#JJ 1) Sods and Vegetation Anotbcr contradiction I Ierc SIX M I rwln

sites are O015 ktnz. in Sec H A, there are only four

such small sites. Why dfference?

ta 17 4 IV,FJ 6) Cltmate and Air Qtmbty- Also less cmbOn monox!de “ ‘W’n
emkwons

19 18 21, Iv c. Cumulative Impacts tvf Erwin

23 Line 21. Shotsldn’t National Guard and Reserves also
be Itsted?
Line 23. Delete’’tesdngmd”

20 23 24 FONS1 Decision, For Central San Cnstobal, ts It T lfIS as hi Envln

here, or T. 9S as in Table 1?

21 23 36 FONSI Ratlormle for Deelsmn. ‘-Harry Goldwater East M Erwlrl

Habitat Msnag
Y

ent Plan” is not even menlloncd m
Enwronmental ssmsmfmt

22 25 10 App A I, 110, what w~’’anova$’” Or’’AN~VA$” as l“ 4 &l I_rwn

Hoq

23 -- -- . . Permits Am any perrnlts reqtured to Impltmcnl M I-rwln

project? Me pernuts requtred to install wells m
AIIemrstwe B’?

-–. I Comnlent sOnl,’OrmJt I

241 3 7 1A I When first used, spell out what acronym’’CIDESON” M En~ln

stands for, I

251 5 I 5 I 11A I Change ‘*Goldwater Atr Force Range” 10 JUS[ M Envu

“Goltfwater Range”

26 5 27 11A Change “fire and ewdenced” to “fire as ewdenced “ M Erwtn

17 8 30 11c “Forgone” (gone before) IS nor comcct word M Envrn

Opportrmitles are still there, they J@ wOn’t be Taken
advantage of at this ume

28 9 22 HL35 Delete “m” between “asststs” and “the prcmgborn “ M ErwlE

29 9 27 111A. Correct ‘Lahtvmrn” 10“alluvmm.” M Erwn

30 11 II 111J Change “occurs” to “occur” and “M” to “are” to agree M E~\ln

wtth plural sub]ect.

31 II 41 III M Change “he” to “lles” to agree wtth singular subject M Envm

J? IJ g W A 2) Correct %oncensus” to “consensus “ M Ervarr

33 14 35, IV A.3) Lme 35 Change “Goldwater Au Forc&RUNG”to j~lst M Ennn

38 “Goldwater Range”
Line 38 Shouldn’t these be mchrded in “References
Cltedv”

34 15 30 IV A 8) Correct “plotss” to “plots” M Ilwrn

35 15 38 w A &Jd“of’ at end of [Ine between “amount&” and “SailJra M Erwin

11)

-57 16 2-3 IV A Second sms[ence N !ncomplcte What would “u.tirblish rvt Erwin

11) the temporary free-water systtm “ [t IS not ‘%ummg,”
as currently tirten

38 16 22 w B 2) Add “of’ between “establishment” and “addltlonal “ ?VI Envrc

39 17 17 Iv i3. Add“be”between “expected to” nnd “the same “ M En&l r!

I t-))

40 ?5 19 APP A 2.110 Change “prefomred” 10 “performed “ M Enwn

41 25 38 ApP A 4. Ho Change “verses” 10 “verstl~” hl l:rw~

42 -- -- -- Will vs. Would: Document sounds Ilke declslon h~s M f%vtr

already been made bccauee of [[bend use of “wall”

when “would” should be used

431 -- I .- I -- I U;lliW ofdocttment could be Improved by ruldmg such t-
M Et-w

.

I I I riicetks as page numbers, table of content% table
comparrrsg ahemattves, executwe summary, and I

,?’



~Y~lma V.alky Rod & Gm Club, Inc..

-.

RI ~B~~rj41F

Laveen, AZ 85339 0[3
March 2, ?000

TO Author’s of .$’onrmm Prrrtrghrvn Mr/rItcTI Frrrcrge .Etkv~cctrrettl

I have recewed and reviewed a copy of tire draft environmental assessment Smroraw

Pronghorn Habtfat Forage ihhancerrrenf To my knowledge ~his pro]ect rtdequately

addresses the need to improve fawn sor?-wsl of the endangered Sonoran pronghom

populatmn wtrhirt the Barry M Goldwater Range I would also hke to express my

interest in volunteering to parnclpate m thw pro~ect If additional volunteers are needed

m rhc near future (i e, before mid-May), 1 could relay information to members of our

student association (Environmental Resources Student .kssoclatlon, ERSA) Please

reform me of any developments & this pro~ect or any need for volunteers Thank YOU

Wllharn D Sommers IV
(wdllam sommers@asu edu)

Semor, Enwronmental Resources
Arizona State Umvt?rsny East

Mesa, Arizona 85212
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Ms Gad Achescm, Manager February 10,~FI.b ~,. ~~
Bureau of Land Management ~FLf +/$ —
Yuma Field Office :1,{
2525 Gda Ridge Road —-,”’

J~, --
Yuma, AZ 86365 —,

Ot!-w, . . . ,——__
r-A.llLf !’i

RE SuppoR For Environmental Assessment For Sonoran Pronghom Habdat Forage
Enhancement Project (EA-AZ-05CI-99-045)

Dear Gad,

On behalf of the Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club (YVRGC), I would like to thank you for the

~PPortunW and for Provldmg membem of your staff to parhcipate m the public meetmg regarding fhe
forage enhanmsment project presented to the pubhc on ‘2/09/00 at the Yuma Field Off Ice It IS our
behef, all stakeholders who fraws an interest m the recruitment of pmrrghom, thus mcreasmg the
population by prowdmg forage and water, support this project This was clearly apparent when
attendees of the meettng quasttoned the Recovery Team having to wan the next 60 to 90 days @
the NEPA pmceas to allow for the necessary signatures on the Record of (lmsmn It should be
known those presenbrtg (AGFD, USAF, F3LM)made d very clear the process was not going to be
accelerated It was also noted and made ctear that It IS lmperahve to fully complete the process to
ensure M!gauon would not Impede the protect

It should be further noted attendees addressed the Issue of the Recovery Team not hawng
perrmsslon at Ihls time to Implement thfs prop?ctas proposed on refuge lands It IS our bebef, Mr
Don Taller, Manager of the Caf3eza National Wildlife Refuge (Cabeza) wrll probably be recervmg
letters asking for the Umted States Ftsh and WMdhfe ServJce to pm in the Recovery Team’s efforts
to enhance Sonoran Pronghom wdh this project on the Non- Wlldemess poruons of the Cabeza
tmmedlately

We thank you m advance knowing your’s and Colonel WWte’s signature WIII appear where necessaw
to fully Implement ttvs project as soon as poss[ble We further respectfully request for your suppcm
to the fullest extent possible, ensunng tmmedlate allowance for implementaltdn of forage
enhancement for Sonoran Prcmghorn on Cat)eza

bon Fug;te, Chamnan
Leg!slatwe Aftaws

mE ARIZONAGAMEAHO FISH OEPARrMi3W w FINANCED100% BYTHE RFWNIJE fMOf+HIJNnNG~N~ f(~~tl~~ LJc~N$F.5. . . . . . ------ ,--’ --. . . . ..-
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Greetings,

On February ninth of this year several of our members and myself
attended a publlc hearing concerning the sonomn pronghorn hab]tat forage
enhancement issue. In all candor 1 must confess that we were prepared to
lock horns and do battle with what we expected to be another remote and
haughty body of brrreaucmts bent on dictrmng more resource wthdmwal
from publlc USI%

Instead we were pleasantly surprised to find the presen[auon and
presenters fraught wirh genuine concern of not only their charge hut the
concerns of we cltizerrs.

Gifford Pinchont , the first chief of the Forest Service , cotrred the
word , Conservatlomst , he defined it as the wise use ot a natural pmduc[
The project presented exemplifies that parad]gm , employ]ng common
sense , long range consideration of aspects of flora , fauna , and [he
ccrmmumty of humanity that coexist In that same. enwronment.

If management of our resources IS to be conducted [bus , then we
whole heartedlv endorse that Drowam.

I%le M. Marler, President, Yuma Chapter
P.f.t.U.S,A.



LETTER1- LAND& WATERFUNDOFTHEROCICIES

1- “...that BLM should first construct and operate a forage enhancement pIot” and “BLM’s
failure to anaIyze this more modest approach WOW vioIate NEPA.”

A single plot, in an experimental setting or not, does not address the immediacy of the project
and will not provide enough quality information. Without replicates, there is httle scientific
ewdence (rigor) to be gamed by the experiment. A single plot will provide httle or no nutritional or
water benefits to the pronghom population (especially outside pronghom habitat) and can be missed

by rainfall events entirely by chance for years on end. This project is targeted to provide both
information and resources to pronghom now.

2- “...plooperatedated for an entire year”
The desi=~ does not require the plot to be operated for any longer than the forage stays green

and can be u’ulized by pronghom. The retention is to produce forage in late spring-early summer.

Operation outside this time period is not within the study desib~.

3- “...there is no evidence ... that the methods it (BLM) proposes to use wiH resuIt in an
increase in forage for Sonoran pronghorn...”

This statement is contrary to the natural experiment p~ayed out every wet winter in the

Sonoran desert. It is the foundation of our spectacular wildflower blooms. The desi=~ wiH attempt
to m~mic these wet conditions that lead to spring production. Experts from the Desert 130tamcal

Garden, Wild Seed, and the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum have agreed that our methodology is
sound and that some reasonable expectation of forage production will follow. The study desl~a IS
two-fold - to see how well the techmque works ( and how to refine it), and see If pronghom will use
these areas Production of substantial amounts of forage is not a goal of the project and w
superfluous relative to 130 pronghom ranging over 2,000,000 acres.

4- “,..this project wiH cause irreparable harm to an extensive region of fairly pristine desert.”
Use of the words “reparable” and “extensive” are relative when discussing the magnitude of

this project. The real impacts of the project are both small and temporary for the most part. The
revised Proposed Action revolves only 18.5 acres of surface disturbance (irrigated areas) over 10

plots. Thinning/creosote removal will occur on 8.03 krnz, but it is not a complete removal. This
acreage totals less than 1984 acres in over 2,000,000 acres (O 09 percent) of Sonoran pronghom

habitat; and an even smaller percentage of the Sonoran desert. Some loss of creosote (a common

resource) is acceptable when preserving an endangered species.

5- “...this project opens an enormous door for non-native invasive species~:”
The Proposed Action has been modified so that no commercial seed would be used and

includes the removal of bufflegrass. We believe that there are plenty of natural seed sources out
there (taking a lesson from the natural experiment). This removes the greatest potential for
introduction of additional non-native invasive species.

,., . -.._ _

6- “What are the specific goals for each plot?”
There are no plot-specific goals, nor were there any meant to be portrayed in the Proposed

___
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Action. The overall study goals have been reduced and refined. The experimental rigor has been
changed to reflect the fact that we could probably not determine what benefits resulted from

particular treatments. The current study design reflects the expected combined effects of openness,
water, and green forage. The study would not determine singIe effects of each treatment.

7- “Does BLNI have an idea about how frequent~y water wiU have to be appiied to achieve a
specific goal?”

The Proposed Action has been expanded to describe watering frequency.

8- Seed questions
No commercial seeding, see #5. The Proposed Action continues to include the potential to

gather and use seeds from native plants at or near the plots.

9- “consider a meaningful range of alternatives...”
A meaningful range of alternatives is considered in the revised Environmental Assessment.

A “meaningful” range of alternatives must address the question at hand (pronghom fawn mortality).

The Proposed Action investigates and partially implements steps 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 of the Sonoran

Pronghom Recovery Plan.

10- Discussion of the need for an EM related to significant impacts to the human environment.
(A) - “habitat manipulation... on an area nearly 4 square miles?”

See discussion of “extensive” in #4 above

(B) - “construction of up to 50 “smaU” dams.”
This element has been removed from the Proposed Action, due to its inappropriateness for

nearly all of the revised Proposed Action’s selected sites (It was to be used on only 5 of the 14 sites
in the draft Environmental Assessment). It has been retained in the Altematlves section.

(C) - “using backhoes and other heavy equipment to excavate earth...”
The use of heavy equipment is a temporary impact to the environment as analyzed in the

Environmental Consequences.

(D) - “thousands of truck trips..?’
The Proposed Action has been revised to use a sprinkler system with wells at seven of the

plots, greatly reducing the number of vehicle trips required. The number of pIots has also been
reduced from 14/1 5 to 10.

..
(E) - “thousands of vehicle trips (or more) for monitoring...”

The great majority of the monitoring information will be gathered fi-orn the radio-tracking
flights that already occur. Use of the plots by pronghorn can be determined fi-om the air or from
remote cameras. Thousands of vehicle trips for monitoring is not a substantial part of the

Proposed Action. We will not jeopardize the potential for success of this study with substantial
disturbance.

(F) - “in Alternative B, the construction of up to 6 water weUs, including noisy gasoline pumps,
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without any commitment to remove these facilities when the project is over (whenever that is),

and without any consideration of impacts to the local aquifer or hydrology in this desert

environment?”

Altematwe B from the draft Environmental Assessment has been modd!ied to be part of the

Proposed Action in the rewsed Envu-onmental Assessment. A sprinkler system would be operated
fi-om a distance to minimize human presence and noise at the plots. Removal of the systems mayor

may not be appropriate depending upon the results of the study. Hydrologists have been contacted
and impacts to the .groundwater have been analyzed and addressed in the rewsed Enwronrnental
Assessment.

(G) - “the potential for introduction and enhancement of exotic Sahara mustard...”

Sahara mustard IS extant (in patches) throughout the Sonoran desert; the activities of the
Proposed Action are expected to have no impact on its distrilmtlon or spread.

(H) - “an experiment of indefinite (and potential (sic) infinite) duration.”

The Proposed Action now includes a time schedule. The ultimate duration of the project is
discussed under Cumulatwe Impacts.

11- “degree to which the effects cm the quality of the human environment are likely to be
hig~~y co~trovers~al”

The Proposed Action is not controversial or contentious among the community of Sonoran
pronghom experts including the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team. Neither Mr. Broyles nor Mr.

Gurm are recognized Sonoran pronghom experts. Mr. Broyles’ 1995 arhcle m The Wildhfe Society
Bulletin is an opinion piece, not a peer-reviewed study. Mr. Broyles more recent study with Ms.
Tricla Cutler (The Wildlife Society Bulktin, 1999) concerns desert blghom sheep and water.

Opinion aside, it is circular reasoning to argue that limited research has not sho~~mwater to be
important to desert wildlife (desert bighorn in the above-mentioned paper) - so we should not do
more research that might show importance. Sonoran pronghom have b een observed drmkmg water,

and numerous peer-rewewed studies on the American subspecies of pronghom have shown water to

be beneficial to pronghom. The Interior Board of Land Appeals has ruled that “Mere differences of
opinion provide no basis for a reversal of BLM’s decision if the decision is reasonable and supported

by the record on appeal” (Weaver and Shaw vs. 13LM, 1997).

12- “Given that this project is an experiment, that its design is vague, that this is the first time
anything like this has been attempted on this scale for an endangered species? the impacts to
the desert environment and to the pronghorn itself are highiy uncertain.”

See #10 and #11. The Proposed Action pales in comparison to the mana~%ment required for
the California condor, black-footed fen-et, Mexican wolf and red wolf. The Environmental

Assessment covers the impacts of the alternatives in the Environmental Consequences section.

13- (from CEQ) “degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.”

There are no proposals beyond establishing and testing the 10 plots for up to 7 years. The
assertion that the Proposed Action “using habitat manipulation practices to create artificial habitats
to aid in the recovery of listed species” would “set a dangerous precedent” is not true. Intrusive,

-.
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artificial management for endangered species is commonplace, and has been performed for several
species at the ultimate scale - the entire population (see above discussion). Reestablishment back to
the wild with these three species was accornphshed with highly artificial home sites~acclimatization
pens and supplemental feeding. Similar transplant techniques have been used with whooping cranes,

bald eagles, and peregrine falcons. The latter two spec~es have been recently delisted or downhsted.

Migratory waterfowl management for listed species (black brant or cackIing Canada geese) or

species in trouble (Carwasback and Mexican duck) involves substantial habitat mampulation
(farming, arhficial ponds, man-made nesting Islands) and even predator control. Artifice should be
no barrier to endangered species recovery, and has not been.

A similar project, much more intrusive in nature, is currently being conducted in Mexico for
the endangered peninsular pronghorn (Cancmo et al. 2000). There, pronghorn are in a large
encIosure (1 kmz) set-up which provides security, green forage, and water in an effort to provide
healthy conditions that promote natahty and recruitment.

14- (from CFR) “whether the action is reMed to other actions with individually insignificant
but cumulatively significant impacts”

Other actions are addressed in the CumuIatwe Impacts section of the Envu-onmental
Assessment, including the proposed transportation system.

The Recovery Team and U.S. Fish and Wddlife Service both believe that the predicted
outcome of the Proposed ActIon will likeIy have a positwe impact on Sonoran pronghom, essentially

lessening the apparent burdenhegatwe cumulative impact facing them. Negative aspects, certainly
cumulatwely negative impacts, concerning SP are not foreseen for this project. This project is m

response to the US Fish and Wildhfe Services BioIoglcaI Opimon for “Use of Ground-surface and
Anspace for Mihtary Traimng on the Barry M. Goldwater Range wluch May Affect the Endangered

Sonoran Pronghom” (2-21-96-F-094). The Proposed Action is m response to this BloIogical
Opinion which includes a “Take Statement.”

The call for ‘Ldefinitlve information” m a cumulative effects analysis mvolvmg blolog~cal
elements is not consistent with a clause involving predicting the fiture, regardless of the Ninth
Clrcult Court ruling (pp7).

15- “the DEA contains no mentio~ of the location of the proposed forage enhancement pIots in
relation to ongoing military activities, particularly miIitary training routes”

The Proposed Action selected sites for the plots in and near areas already used by Sonoran
pronghom, even with the mu-rent military training and law enforcement activities. The military
training routes end once inside the Goldwater Range and the entire area is termed a MOA - Military

Operating Area, where planes go wherever theywant %

16- “the DEA contains no mention of the extent to which the Border Patrol or other law
enforcement agencies use the routes off of which the forage p~ots will be constructed”

See #l 5. Border Patrol activities are not part of the Proposed Action, but are discussed in the
Cumulative Impacts section.

17- Establishment of future pronghorn populations through transplants

Transplanting Sonoran pronghorn is not part of the Proposed Action or this Environmental
Assessment. If undertaken in the future, transplanting would require separate NRA documents to

._
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be prepared.

18- “the AGFD and BLM have, with respect to artificially provided water, begun to argue that
such provided water cannot ever be eliminated became illegal aIiens have come to depend on
such water for survival.”

The draft Environmental Assessment contained no such language. Based on this comment,
we have added the possible use of the temporary free-standing waters by undocumented persons to
the Cumulative Impacts section.

19- “...the extent to which the proposed action may result in the creation of a subpopulation of
Sonoran pronghorn who come to depend so heavily on the enhance (sic) forage pIots at a
certain time of the year that they too will come to depend on these artificial habitats and may
be unable to survive without them...”

The plots try to mimic or create the natural systems or habitat that these species need or
prefer - that are not present. But llke nature, both the green-up areas and water will be ephemeral
and pronghom will continue to wander in search of forage, just like they do now.

20 -“A detailed response...”

This is provided (Appendix C).

21- “Notification of the public’s right to protest, appeai, or litigate the proposed action.”
This is done when the Record of Declslon is issued.

22- Recovery Implementation Team and NGO issues
The Semite is represented on both the Recovery Team and Recovery Implementation Team

by members of both the Ecological Services and the Refuge sections (Cabeza Prieta National
Wildlife Refuge). This was an error of omission The NGO’S have had input mto this project since
it was first incIuded in the Recovery Plan. NGO’s were invited to participate on the Recovery
Implementation Team but declined when they found out that they could not be apart of the Recovery
Team due to FACA (Federal Adwsory Committee Act)

23- Holiwill Tank
This site was not an experiment, but showed that Sonoran pronghom will use fi-ee-standing

water. It is but one site; one background data item. See also argument for circular reasoningin#11.

24- “Are the 14 plots identified in the DEA the only possibIe locations...” -
The 10 plots remaining in the Proposed Action are the best locations for~he plots, given the

areas we were allowed to work in. Offering 15 (or 10) other alternative sites would be creating
alternatives for alternatives sake, which is contrary to NEPA and CEQ guidance and intent. The
decision-maker is of course allowed to select portions of the Proposed Action or otherwise modi@ it
in the Record of Decision.

25- working/constructing near areas that Sonoran pronghorn are using

Disturbance from working in these areas will be minimized. The purpose of the study is to
determine if the plots will improve the fitness and recruitment of the Sonoran pronghom that use
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them. If they are placed in areas that pronghom do not use, no test data will be gathered and no
benefits WI1laccrue to the pronghom.

26- Monitoring/Success determination
There will be an annuaI report prepared by AGFD This will supplement the Blologlcal

Opinion reporting requirements of the Alr Force and will help the Recovery Team in its mission.

The success or failure of the plots should be apparent when either pronghom do or do not use (and

benefit) from the plots. The Proposed Action now includes a ScheduIe and a 7-year study window.

Success WN be shown by pronghom use of plots and increased fawn survival. Failure would be
shown with opposite or static trends. Negative impacts or lack of results maybe difficuk to attribute
to the study.

27- Water Rights
This has been addressed in the revised EA.

28- Site-specific data
The sites are similar with the same assemblages ofphnts, slopes, and aspects. Naturalness

will not be “degraded” at the plots. They will merely appear as if It has rained on the plots, much
hke the mosaic that occurs every year with the sporadic and localized nature of desert rain.

29 - “The discussion of artificially provided water fails to cite or address adequately
information concerning the detrimental impacts of the same as disclosed in 13royles 1995
article.”

See #l 1 above

30- Bees/native pollinators
This is discussed in the Environmental Consequences section of the Envn-onmental

Assessment.

31- “this project may destroy some of the natural values of ROADLESS areas”
This discussion is not germane to the Proposed Action in that no new roads are proposed or

associated with it. The use of existing roads is just that, and does not impair wilderness suitability.
Roadlessness is but one of the characters of wilderness. The discussion of the suitability of a
well-roaded active mihtary gunnery range traversed at low-levels by supersonic flights of jet aircrafl
beIongs elsewhere. Military withdrawn lands were not considered for wilderness since military use
of the ground surface is feIt to preclude wilderness.

%-

LETTER2- DEFENDERSOFWILDLIFE

1- “Additional detail is required in the DEA to ensure that the public understands the
proposa~ and can prepare substantive comments on the environmental impacts of the proposed
action.” And “...the anaIysis of impacts should also be more detailed..?’

The Environmental Assessment has been modified and refined to provide the decision- maker
and the public the best document possible, including a schedule, a simpler Proposed Action, abetter
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discussion of alternatives and theu impacts.

2- “the range of alternatives offered should be expanded to reflect a reasonable range of
alternatives” and Item 3 (range of alternatives on page 6 of Defenders Iefter).

See #9 in Letter 1.

3- Item A (single plot, production quantity) [also Item 2, page 4 of Defenders letter] and item
B (need for an EIS).

See #’s 1, 2, 3, and 6 in Letter 1 dealing with single plot, validity of the technique, and
production. See #’s 10 through 18 in Letter 1 regarding the need for an EIS.

4- Item C on page 2 and item E on page 8 dealing with Ak Chin farming techniques.
See #l OB in Letter 1.

5- Footnote about water quality.
Well water would be tested before It is used for irngatlon or for free-standing water. Poor

quality water will not be used.

6- D - utility and appropriateness of artificial water sources.
Sonoran pronghom use of and need for free-standing water is poorly understood, largely

because thew environment offers little opportunity to use it and even less opportunity for people to

study that use. It is apparent that some pronghom do not use fi-ee-standmg water for months at a
time. It is ako known that pronghom drink regularly from some sources of free standing water (e g,

HE Hill). We believe that the consumption of free-standing water increases the fitness level of those
individuals who utihze it, and this hypothesis ISwell documented m the hterature m relatlon to the
Arnencan subspecies of pronghom. We hope this study WM add to that scant knowledge. See also

#’s 11 and 29 m Letter 1.

7- D - “fundamental question of whether the manipukttion of the environment is acceptable.”
As stated many times before by Defenders, the Endangered Species Act specifies that agencies

must do everything in their power to recover federally listed species. There should be no question
that manipulation of the environment is wholly appropriate in endangered species issues. See also

#’s 12 and 13 in Letter 1.

8- ccThe tone of the DEA suggests that the agencies believe that this project is the only
legitimate means of recovering the poprdation” and “to infer that this action is the last and
only hope for recovery is misleading and demonstrates the agencies’ umviH@gness to examine
their own actions.”

While this project is not the only legitimate means of recovering the pronghom, It is the only
action under consideration for this Environmental Assessment. If this project or some form of it is
not enacted, an opportunity to effect positive change will likely be lost (“foregone”). See #9 below.
See also #13 in Letter 1.

9- Other agency activities such as cattle grazing, military actions, road construction, speed
limits on SR 85 shouki be modified, AND Item D on page 8 of Defenders letter (land-use

-.
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management).

This Environmental Assessment deals only with one aspect of Sonoran pronghom recovery

efforts, the proposed action. It is not the purpose or intent of this Environmental Assessment to

analyze every possible action that could be enacted for Sonoran pronghom. The other mentioned

projects and processes are outside the scope of this proposed action and Environmental Assessment.

10- “AH of the agencies which have jurisdiction over human use of the range shouid establish
additional restrictions on when, where? and bow the public can use the range.”

This is already the case for the major@ of Sonoran pronghom habitat, as the Air Force side
of the range is closed to nearly all pubIic access west of SR 85. While this nmy be something

agencies could consider, it IS beyond the scope of this Proposed Action and Environmental
Assessment. See #9 above.

11- “Indeed, the Air Force Biological Opinion which first contemplates the enhancement of
forage production through supplemental watering calls for a test plot outside of pronghorn

habitat.”

The June 12,1997, Biological Opinion (quoted in this comment) was a preliminary Opiruon.
The final Opinion, dated August 27, 1997, states “the USAF will begin a pilot study determine if
supplemental watering of test plots will increase the amount and length of time forbs are present and
if Sonoran pronghom will be attracted to and use these areas” (emphasis added) (Reasonable and
Prudent Measure No. 3-4.). See also #’s 1 and 14 m Letter 1.

12- Details on plot construction ...informed and substantive public comment.

Detads on plot construchon and a general schedule have been added to the rewsed EA See
also #1 of this letter.

13- Criteria for continuing/terminating the study

See #’s 10H and 26 in Letter 1.

14- “The DEA fails to disclose the existing density of creosote on each plot and what amount of
creosote will be destroyed within each area.”

This level of detail is not required by the decision-maker to make an informed decision.
Creosote 1s perhaps the most cornrnon plant in the Sonoran desert. Tlus topic is sufficiently
described in both the Proposed Action and Environmental Impacts section.

15- Seeding discussion.
See #’s 5 and 8 in Letter 1.

16- Range of alternatives and Suggested ARernatives.
See #’s 9 and 10 in Letter 1.

(A) - Creosote Burning.
This has been analyzed and added to the Alternatives Considered but Rejected section. See

this section of the EA for reasons. See also #6 in Letter 1.
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(B) - Forage Plots without Water.
This was in the draft EA and remains in the Altematlves Considered but Rejected section.

See this section of the EA for reasons. See #’s 6,9 and 11 in Letter 1. See also #6 m this letter.

(C) - Artificial Feed.
This suggestion has been analyzed and added to the Alternatives Considered but Rejected

section. See this section of the EA for reasons. See also #19 in Letter 1.

(D) - Land-Use Management.
This has been discussed in previous comments See #’s 8, 9, and 10 in this letter.

(E) - Traditional Methods.
This has been discussed in previous comments. See #5 in this letter, 10B m Letter 1.

(F) - ChoIla Planting.
This suggestion has been analyzed and added to the Alternates Considered but Rejected

section.
17- Predation.

The predator discussion has been expanded m the rewsed EA.

18- Disease.
The disease discussion has been expanded in the revised EA.

19- Foot~ote 3 on page 10

See #lS in Letter 1.

20- Disturbance.

WMe it 1s true that some disturbance is poss~ble, this wilI be minimized. The expected
benefits of the proposed action greatly outweigh the possible risks of disturbance to the pronghom.
Pronghom using the forage plots will be healthy and hydrated, reducing the negative effects of any
disturbance. InitiaI construction of the wells and creosote burning is scheduled for the summer and
fall, after the pronghorn birthing season. See #lOC, D, &E, and #14 in Letter 1.

21- Pronghorn Distribution.
The Proposed Action is anticipated to alter the short-term movements and habitat use of some

Sonoran pronghom, while the forage plots are green, but will not affect the ov;rall distribution of
pronghom. If favorable habitat conditions exist near HE Hill or other areas on the Tactical Ranges,

some pronghom may still use these areas. See also#19 in Letter 1.

Competition with desert mule deer, and desert bighorn sheep issues have been added to the
Environmental Consequences (WildIife) section of the revised EA. Detrimental effects to
pronghom horn legal mule deer or bighorn hunting are not anticipated. See also # 21 in Letter 4.

22- Precedent.
See #13 in Letter 1. The establishment of critical habitat or conservation agreements are
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tools that can stall be used in the future if necessary.

23- Desert Ecology.

The plots wdl mimic the ephemeral bloom of wet years. These plots will not upset or alter

the ecology of the Sonoran desert. They are site-specific, manipulated plots with discrete impacts

totaling <2000 acres over 10 plots, inside portions of the 2,000,000 acre distnbuhon of Sonoran

pronghom. To attribute significant negative changes m floraI or faunal composition horn this study
E. unfounded. See ako #’s 4 and 12 in Letter 1.

24- Soils.
The anticipated effect on soils is described m the Environmental Consequences section of the

rewsed EA. Minimal loss of some myptobiotic soils 1s anticipated during some phases of the
proposed action; over time, it will regrow. We do not anticipate sod erosion from this loss due to
increased vegetative growth on the plots and the relatively Ievel plane of the plots.

25- Cumulative Impacts.
The Cumulative Impact analysis has been expanded in the revised EA. See also /+14in Letter

1

26- “the need to radio-collar additional pronghorn in their cmnu~ative impact analysis.”
This concern has been added to the Cumulative Impacts section. The U.S. Fish and WddIife

Service has permitted the AGFD to radio-collar up to 10 percent of the aduh population. There are

.no plans to exceed this 10 percent level to aid in morutoring the study.

LETTER3- FRIENDSOFCABEZ.\
These responses also apply to an additional letter also submitted by Bdl Broyles, which has

the same comments in different order.

1- “...we think it best to farm for Sonoran pronghorn starting with a 2 acre plot instead of
2500 acres.”

See #1 in Letter 1.

2- “Where have such plots worked?”
See #3 in Letter 1. This same general technique is currentIy being used successfully in Baja

California, Mexico, with the endangered peninsular pronghom. .

3- “...this project will cause irreparable harm to an extensive region of fairly pristine desert.”
See #’s 4 and 5 in Letter 1. We repeatedly attempted to contact Dr. Richard Felger (quoted in

this comment) but despite numerous phone and email messages at his home and office, he did not
return the calls.

4- “What plant species are you promoting?”
Commercial seeding has been dropped from the Proposed Action. See #8 in Letter 1. The
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proposed project is to germinate and maintam the species of plants that are already present m the
project areas.

5- “What percentage of the pronghorn’s diet do these species comprise?”
A large variety of herbaceous forbs make up the majority of pronghom diet, when these

plants are available. The relatwe percentage of indiwdual spec~es of plants is not that important, in
that green forage is preferable over scarce, dry forage.

6- Seeding questions.
The Proposed Action of the Environmental Assessment has been revised to include additional

details. A seed drill was never proposed m the draft EA See also #7 in Letter 1.

7- “What pIants do proughorn fawns traditionally reIy on during the dry/hot time between
weaning and the summer monsoons?”

As in other times of the year, pronghom, including newly-weaned fawns, select the most
palatable forage avadable.

8- “EIow long did the effect of a 2-inch watering ~ast in a desert environment?”

The Tevls (1958) study is background and will not be repeated with this study The 2-inch
ram was apphed twice to dying plants and most completely rewved and resumed growing. As stated

in the EA, with adequate water, some pkwts can “perennate” and hve for 2 years.

9 -E, F, and G - Seeding questions
No commercial seeding 1sproposed. The Proposed ActIon of the Environmental Assessment

has been rewsed to include additional details.

10- “gardener talk.”
The revised EA has been modified to reflect the expert opinion of several horticukurists.

11- “...reasom why some places seem to be preferred feeding grounds for pronghorns...”
Based on the best available research, the availability of a combination of nutritious forage,

open space, and water combine to create favorable conditions for pronghom. This is what is

proposed to be provided under the Proposed Action.

12- 3(A) - Costs.
The budget for the project is addressed under the Proposed Action in;he Environmental

Assessment.

13- 3(B) - Schedule.
The anticipated watering schedule is addressed under the Proposed Action in the

Environmental Assessment.

14- 3(C) - Seed availability.

See #’s 5 and 8 in Letter 1.
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15- 3(D) - Yields.
We expect the plants m the seedbank to germinate, just as if it had rained. See also #6 in

Letter 1.

16- 3(E) - Fertilizers.
Fertdizer IS not a part of the Proposed Action.

17- 3(F) - Hours and staff budgeted.
The description of the personnel revolved and the hours are beyond the scope of the

Environmental Assessment.

18- 4(A and B) - test plot.
See #1 in Letter 1.

19-4 (C) - choIla.
See # 16F in Letter 2.

20-4 (D) - Ak Chin farming.
See # 16E in Letter 2.

21- 4(E) - “Why wouldn’t you keep them viable aU year?”
The Proposed Action is targeting fawn survival at a speclilc time of the year. Operating the

plots year round would be unnecessarily expensive without any benefits to fawn recrmtment.

22- 4(F) - “The options should be more incremental.”
See #l in Letter 1.

23- 4(G) - “The options shouki include shutting clown the entire Range to miiitary ground or
air-to-ground activity. Another option should be to move these TAC Ranges out of pronghorn
habitat.”

These do not relate to the Proposed Action. See also #’s 8,9, and 10 in Letter 2.

24- 4(H) - “lunch wagon.”
See #16C in Letter 2.

25- 5(A), (33), (C), (E), (G), & (I) - Monitoring/Success/Results.
See #’s 6 and 26 in Letter 1. Also see Appendix A of the EA.

26- 5(D) - “What methods wi~l you use to determine the effects of this project on other
ecosystem components such as srmdl mammals, rabbits, and birds?”

These will not be investigated. Due to the minimal amount of area this project entails and
the temporary nature of the project, effects on smalI mammals, rabbits, and birds are believed to be

minimal. The amount of human disturbance to do this level of monitoring would be
counter-productive to the objective of increasing fawn recruitment. See also discussion under
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Enwromnental Impacts: Wildlife in the revised EA.

27-5(F) Predator conti-ol
This issue has been added to the Envu-onmental Impacts. Wildlife section of the EA.

28- 5(H), (J) & (R) - Disturbance questions.
The effects are outIined under Envuonmental Consequences in the EA. See also #’s 10 in

Letter 1 and 20 in Letter 2.

29- 5(K) & (N) - “We fail to see what probiem creosote causes.”
Thk is explained in Habitat Manipulations: Creosote Removal of the Environmental

Assessment. Creating a more open environment around the imgated areas will attract pronghom to

these areas. During a drought year, creosotes will not prowde sufficient annual plant growth acting
as a “nurse plant” to sustain fawn survival. Consequently, during those years when we expect

benefits to be derived from the Proposed Action, there will be plenty of forage due to the irrigation

30- 5(L) - Plot size.
The correct acreages are in the revised EA

31- 5(M) & (0) - Water application.
The Proposed Action includes lightly sprinkling water, using a sprinkler system from wells

or a water truck, to reduce runoff, and avoid washing out of seeds/seedlings

32- 5(P) - Sonoran pronghorn information.
The Affected Environment and Introduction adequately explain pronghom dynamxs enough

to make an informed decision. See also #9 in Letter 5. A detailed history lesson or hfe history 1snot
relevant to the Environmental Assessment.

33- 5(Q) - “HOW does this proposal fit into the other activities in the habitat?”
This information is discussed throughout the Environmental Assessment and in the

Cumulative Impacts section. See #14 in Letter 1 (m regards to cumulative impacts), #’s 10 through
18 in Letter 1 (in regards to the need for an EIS) and #’s 8,9, and 10 in Letter 2 (in regards to this
action in the overall strategy for sumival and recovery).

34- 6(A) - Section 7 / Native American comdtations.
Section 7 consultation was-completed and resulted in the 1997 13iologicaI Opinion. This

project implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure Number 3 of that BO; &&iefore no firther
Section 7 consultation is required (ME Coffeen, USFWS, pers comm.).

Native American consultations have begun and will be completed prior a decision being
made.

35- 6(B) - “Why is this EA being written by BUM and the project rnn by Arizona Game and
Fish?”

This project is a multi-agency effort. The EA was prepared by individuals horn several
agencies (BLM, LAFB, AGFD). The Ak I?m-ce,’themajor funding source, contracted the Arizona
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Game and Fish to carry out the work.

36- 6(C) - “-we hear rumors that this deal was done prior to the start of the public comment
Iet alone the concksiom”

The project was initially designed by the Core Working Group/Recovery Team. Pubhc

participation was first sought in February 1999, at a Recovery/Implementation Team Meeting.

Although specifically invited, Friends of Cabeza declined to participate. Pubhc meetings were heId

in Tucson and Yurna m February 2000; again, Friends of Cabeza did not attend.

LETTER4- SOUTHWEST NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CONSTANTS (SWNMRC).

Two letters, exactly the same, by the same author, were submitted, these responses apply to both
letters.

1- “...distwrbance ...the Proposed Action may cause the SP to vacate these areas.”
On-site work (with the possible exception of n-rigatlon) will not be done when pronghom are

Iikely to be using the area. See also #’s IOD, E and F, 25 in Letter 1; and # 20 in Letter 2.

2- “...the behavior of these animals becomes effected (sic) by the addition of the pIots...not
exploring and exploiting their entire range...becoming increasingly sedentary and thus
increasingly dependent on these plots.”

See #19 in Letter 1.

3- What coyotes ...(in) packs became more successful...”
The predator discussion has been expanded m the revised EA, see also # 17 m Letter 2. Pack

formation was not observed at HE Hall, under these same conditions. With the posslbIe increase m

small prey (rodents, hares etc.) coyotes are less likely to hunt in packs.

4- “magnitude.”
See #4 in Letter 1. Also #2 in Letter 5.

5- “sense of urgency/age structure” and “45 new individuals recruited” in 1995.
Population and recruitmentdata are detailed in Hervert et al. 2000. See also #2 in Letter 5.

The 1998 Recovery Plan states that “Sonoran pronghom recrmtment (survival of fawns) was 45
fawns per 100 does as of June 26, 1995” (emphasis added). This date is prior to the summer
monsoon season, which came late and was almost 2 inches below normal th%atyear. The final
recruitmentestimate for 1995 was 12 fawns per 100 does. This does not indicate-a healthy, growing
population. We can not “reasonably anticipate(d) that a wetier cycle is likely in the offing”;
numerous long-range weather forecasts call for hotter, drier conditions for the next decade.
Proactive measures arepreferable to waiting for it to rain.

6- “?Ve recommend the Core Working Group evaluate the rate of mortalities associated with
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the Mexico captures in 1991 and 1996 to better determine if fhture capture efforts for purposes

other than transplants are desirable.”

Mortalities associated with captures in Mexico are beyond the scope of this EA.

7- “The EA should provide the reviewer with the popu~ation estimate that has been identified
that will then aIIow us to actuaHy capture and translocate SP to their historic range.”

See #17 in Letter 1.

8- “The EA presents an inadequate range of alternatives.”
See #9 in Letter 1. See also discussions of #16 m Letter 2.

9- “The EA ought to provide a cost estimate and the intended funding source(s) for this
project so that a rudimentary cost/benefit ration can be established.”

See #12 in Letter 3.

10- “...we challenge the rejection of the Free Water Alternative...”

See #6 in Letter 1. It remains as an Alternative Considered but Rejected. In years with httIe
winter rainfall, fawns die early...even in May. This is prior to the hgh summer temperatures and

leads us to conclude that water is not the mam concern at this time A lack of nutritious forage from

low winter rainfall is more important at this time; perennials exist, but may not supply enough

nutrition for ~g-owing fawns. This is why we are proposing both forage and water, to cover all bases.

11- “We reject 14 sites as excessive.”

The Proposed ActIon has been simplified and reduced to 10 sites See +%1Oabove also.

12- “We suggest these hypotheses are inappropriate for evacuating the effects of the Proposed
Action or Alternative B.” AND “Treatments ought to be tested individually...”

The single treatment being tested is the combination of forage, water, and open space.
Individual testing of treatments would require substantially more plots. In addltlon, low numbers of
pronghom available as test subjects reduces the valid~ty of this approach. Also see #6 in Letter 1.

13- ccT’here isn’t adequate justification for the acreage given.”
Plot sizes were based on the size of preferred disturbed areas on the Tactical Range. They

were chosen to be attractive to Sonoran pronghom, provide actual benefit (green forage), and be

feasible to create and manage.

14- ccThe expected time period to complete the Proposed Action should b~provided.”

See #lOH in Letter 1.

15- “We disagree with the concept of implementing plots in areas that SP are current.Iy using.”

See #’s 15,25 in Letter 1, #20 in Letter 2. Creosote burning, well drilling, etc. will not take
place when pronghom are in the area. See also #1 in this letter.

16- “This and other discussions in paragraph 5 regarding irrigation do not sound practicaL”

We have modified the proposed action to include drilling three wells, greatly reducing the
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number of water truck trips required. The EA has been revised to include a watering schedule based

on expert horticulturist opinion. See #’s 7 and 10D & F m Letter 1.

17- Seeding questions.

See #’s 5 and 8 in Letter 1.

18- “...you should actively see(k?) (sic) additional review of this proposal by biologists and
other disciplines and/or experience.”

We have corroborated our technique with outside pkmt/desert/water specialists as well as

incorporated comments, ideas, and alternatives fi-ompublic comment letters from interested publics
and biologists.

19- “...a more realistic approach to increasing the SP nutritional intake would be to contract a
locai farmer to produce and harvest the desired forage and have the convoy of trucks deliver
it...”

See #16 C in Letter 2.

20- “The (water) development design should not intentionally build in periodic water hauling
requirements.”

We feel the desl=m in the Proposed Action will not place repeated demands (in the same

year/season) on hauling water and that it is easily and affordably installed. The fiberglass rmg tank
proposed m this comment is not designed to be buried.

21- “We recommend against the regulating of water availability.”
The water requirements of pronghom are less than that of mule deeq our proposaI tailors the

avadablhty of water to the needs ofpronghom. The purpose of regulating the water is to avoid mule
deer becommg established in the vicunty of the plots. Mule deer wdl have moved closer to other
water sources prior to these waters being turned on; therefore, mule deer wdl not be affected when

these waters are turned off. Pronghom will not be affected when the waters are turned off because
they will have naturally dispersed due to summer rainfaIl before the water is turned off. Also see #2

in Letter 1.

22- “We recommend the strategic placement of proaghorn decoys to attract SP close enough
to see &/or smell the water?’

This is not part of the proposed action. Pronghom will be attracted to these areas by the
combination of openness, forage, and water.

%.

23- “We prefer Alternative B... though we note the Goldwater Range Renewal LEIS (page
3-163) describes the groundwater OKIthe range has been found to be of poor quality.”

Wells have been incorporated into the proposed action, thereby reducing water hauling trips.
Also see #5 in Letter 2.

24- “We disagree (that opportunities to recover the SP would be foregone)”
The No Action Alternative has been modified to reflect this comment. See also #17 in Letter

-1
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25- Predator control.
This has been added to the Environmental Impacts. Wildhfe section of the EA.

26- “It appears to us that the obvious cost-effective soiution to undesired SP exploitation of
high risk areas such as HE Hill is to merely fe~ce them out of these areas.”

This is not related to the Proposed Action. Exclusion from the disturbed sites in the TAC
ranges would likely be a negative impact to Sonoran pronghorn in that they choose to use these areas
and suffer no (attributable) negative consequences. Also see #’s 8, 9 and 10 in Letter 2

27- “We recommend the (T3)ureau fully expIore the concept of utilizing local contractors
before committing substantial resources to this project. We know a project of this magnitude
cannot be handled with cm-re~t AGFD Development branch resources, particularly at that
time of year when they are typically hatding water to numerous Iocales in Arizona.”

The Proposed ActIon has been rnoddled. Most of its needed actions are feasible within the

resources of the Recovery Team agencies. Contractors will be used when necessary (I e drilling
wells).

LETTER5- JONM. SFKJMAKER

1- “Is it only withi~ the Goldwater Range the need for improved habitat has been identified?”
No. The need for improved habitat has been identified within the Cabeza Prieta Nat~onal

WiIdlife Refuge also. However, due to wilderness restrictions within the majority of the Refkge
(even within the non-wilderness portion), the Goldwater Range is the best place for the proposed
project and It comprises a large part of Sonoran pronghorn range.

2- “The numbers here indicate a rising population.” AND “What are the natural population
fluctuations in this area for this group over time”

In the last 5 years, there has been a precipitous drop in the population numbers. Only the
recent ( 1990’s) surveys have been performed systemat~cally by air, therefore there is not enough
years of data to show fluctuations over the long term. Recruitment estimates for the past 5 years
have shown little to no recruitment, leading to an aging population. Pronghom only live about 8-10
years in the wild and productivity decreases later in life. With such low numbers of an aging
pronghom population, smaIl variations in population numbers do not show the urgency of the
situation.

--

3- “1 disagree with ‘Large home ranges suggest an overall low habitat quality’ - it is an
imposition of human values on population dynamics.”

Whether you personally agree or disagree with this statement is not an issue in this EA. It is
not an opinion nor an imposition of values on anything. It is a statement, backed up by facts, made
by the author, as cited in the EA.

4-” ‘...aggressive management to lessen the effects of human activity on Sonoran pronghorn
range is necessary.’ So why not Ah Force a~d Marine Corps departure, road closing, redo
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fencing, etc.”
This sentence was taken out of context. It was m reference to the combined effects of human

impacts over time - not particular to the current situation on the Goldwater Range. There ISno data
to suggest that closing roads, redoing the minimal fencing, or that the departure of the military would
have any effect (positive or negatwe) on Sonoran pronghom See also #’s 8,9, and 10 in Letter 2.

5- “’Fawn survival is the most critical component of the population dynamics of Sonoran
pronghorn.’ Wrong to apply vaIue to a particular component of population dynamics.”

Stating that fawn survival is the most critical component of population dynamics does not
entail applying vaIues to anything. It is common sense, basic mathematics, and elementary
principals of population dynam~cs. If fawns do not reach the reproductwe stage there will be no
more fawns produced. As adults die, even simply from old age, with no more fawns behind them,
the population will drop to zero. This does not entail applying any values, other than that we value

Sonoran pronghom and do not want to see their extinction.

6- “’The key to recovery of this endangered subspecies is through recruitment of fawns into
the population.’ Wrong. The key to recovery is restoration of range and habitat.”

The time required to “restore” Sonoran prong,horn range to an unknown condition wilI not
address the urgency of the situation. Even with “restored” range and habitat, the KEY to recovery is

the recruitment of fawns into the population. See #5 above, see also #5 in Letter 4.

7- “’the availability of preferred food items for pronghorn is dependent on the timing and
amount of rainfall.’ This statement ignores the fact that pronghorn eat year-round, so there is
a variety to their diet that probably fluctuates within seasonal parameters.>’

The statement from the EA 1s true and embraces the obwous that there wdl be seasonal
variety - yet pronghom stall have preferences year-round.

8- “HOW long do fawns nurse, and does this vary with the availability of forage.”
Pronghom fawns nurse for up to 3 months. Weaning will vary with the condition ofbotl the

fawn and the doe, which is largely dependant on forage conditions.

9- ccWhere is the documentation for a statement about fawns dying without a productive
monsoon?” AND Ccthediscussion of habitatlvegetatiou change is not documented anywhere”
AND “predators undoubtedly take fawns, (no citation, no data)”.

The Environmental Assessment is not a peer-reviewed research paper. Currently there are no
requirements for Environmental Assessments to use citations for every assert%n, observation, or
conjecture. As stated throughout the EA, EIervert et al. 2000, the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghom
Recovery Plan (USFWS 1998], Hughes and Smith 1990, and Wright and Devos 1986 provide ample
background itiormation on Sonoran pronghom Iife history. In addition, the preponderance of
evidence in the vast body of literature in relation to Antilocapw americana americana does not
dispute these assertions.

10 -“There is no data showing that human-provided free water is a boon, and there is no data
showing that this is not actualIy harmfid to pronghorn”, AND “the need has not been
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determined” (in reference to HoIiwill Tank), AND all other comments regarding Sonorau
pronghorn and water developments.

See #’s 11 and 23 in Letter 1 and #6 m Letter 2.

11 -“Where exactly does the goal of 500 pronghorn come from in order to de-list them. 1s this
based on science?”

This was a typographical error in the draft EA. The revised EA states 300 adult pronghom

and comes fi-om the Final Revised Sonoran Pronghom Recovery Plan (USFWS 1998). Thk number

was determmed by the Recovery Team and is based on the best available science.

12. - “Pronghorn numbers appear to fluctuate... reference for this. What are the naturaI

fluctuations for this population?”

See #2 and #9 in this letter.

13- “’Other factors, previously suspected... no longer considered significant.’ Why? What are
aH these factors? What about habitat fragmentation?”

The Introduction adequately discusses the travails of Sonoran pronghom. The EA
specifically mentions poaching as a factor not currently thought to s~gnificantly impact U.S
pronghom.

Sonoran pronghom currently have unrestricted access to over 2 milhon acres of land.
Interstate 8, Highway 85, and Mexican Highway 2 now restrict movement to former h]storic habitat.
Despite attempts to construct “pronghom friendly” over and underpasses in other states. pronghom

do not use them. Short of removing these major highways, which is totally unrealistic, these

pronghom (untd they are physically moved to other areas) are most hkely confined to them current 2
mdhon acre range. This project is an attempt to lessen the negatwe effects of habitat fra-grnentatlon,

by mcreasmg the quahty of their current habitat.

14- “The use of a hypothesis testing strategy seems to indicate that there really is no basis for

this proposed action; that it is experimental and not based on actual data.”

This is an experiment.hesearch. See the Proposed Action. See also #9 above. In the
scientific process, you observe, make hypotheses, and then test your hypotheses with experiments.
This same type of experiment is currently being undertaken with success in Mexico with the
endangered peninsular pronghorn.

15- “What guarantee of continuity is there” AND “Where is l?ish and Wildlife and why aren’t
they adopting this strategy on their lands” MD “...yet the Air Force and the Marine Corps

don’t seem to be invoIved.” Ml) “Why aren’t the Marines offering fundi~~ for a project on
their lands?” AND “Forage enhancement improvements may be considered in the future on
the refuge? According to who? Does Fish and Wildlife realIy sanction this action as an
effective nmeans (sic) to recover pronghorn?”

A project of this nature is required by the Air Force’s Biological Opinion (see #l 1 in Letter
2), therefore it will continue for the proposed time span (see #lOH in Letter 1). Cabeza PrietaNWR
is undergoing land-use pIarming (development of the CCP) and would not permit any new activities
on the refige prior to the plan. Should the research validate the strategy it is hoped that it can be
applied throughout the current range of the pronghom. Also see #35 in Letter 3 and #26 in Letter 1.

. .
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16- Soils questions.
In additiontoTews(1958), aerial observations of the “natural experiments” on the Tactical

Ranges prowde the basis for attempting the technique on sandy soils. “Heavier soils” are those with

an increasing clay component. No soil scientists have been contacted, but see #3 m Letter 1 (as welI

as the revised Proposed ActIon).

17- Size questions.

See #4 and #1 in Letter 1. Also # 13 in Letter 4.

18- “It is stated that parcels will be fo~lowing along existing roads-this seems to be flawed in
that the proximity to roads is a variable not controlled for in the experimental design.” AND
“It is implied that not all of these plots are or will be near areas that prongborn use. Then why
are they being utilized?’7

See #’s 25 & 6 in Letter 1. The plots are all m areas that pronghom currently use or pass
through in their seasonal movements.

19- “additional populations” and “restoration of habitat” questions.
“(Introduction of pronghom into historic habitat” IS in reference to areas considered historic

habitat that are NOT currently occupied. See #17 in Letter 1; #’s 8, 9, and 10 in Letter 2; #23 m
Letter 3; and +?’s4,6, and 13 in th~s letter.

20- “Also how long until the efforts are judged effective/ What is considered a reasonable
length of time?”

See #’s 10H and 26 in Letter 1.

21- Site characteristics questions.
See rewsed Proposed Action and #28 in Letter 1. Rain gauges will be placed at each plot.

22- “What kind of propane torch?”
See revised Proposed Action.

23 - “ ...what research shows “reduce plant competition” and “allow additional forb
production?”

See #23 in Letter 2, #29 in Letter 3, #18 in Letter 4, # 9 in this letter.

24- 4{’E0 creosote bushes would be removed within a one to five-acre:area’ of cuitm-al

resources. What is this based on?”
An archeologist will determine the size of a buffer area around any cuUmraI resources, see

revised EA.

25- Native American consultation questions
See #34 in Letter 3.

26- Questions about creosote revegetation and “How do you know these areas won’t simply
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become superhighways for the Invasion of exotic invasive plant species, especially because a
number of these pIots are along roads~~. AND “This project needs to prove beyond a doubt that

the invasive alien species situation will not be exacerbated by this proposed undertaking,
BEFORE the undertaking occurs”.

There are no plans to revegetate or restore previous densities of creosote on the plots. The
intuitive thinking is that they will remain areas of higher use/value to pronghorn (lIke the natural
experiments on the Tactical Ranges) after the study. See also #’s 4, 5, and 10G in Letter 1 See also
#~3 m Letter 2.

27- “the idea of watering the desert... remains controversial” AND “The Iiteralxre does not

indicate that what is being planned here will actuaHy work”. ‘cAnd the reference Forsyth et al

1984 isn’t even in the bibliography.”

See #’s 3, 11 and 13 in Letter 1 and #23 in Letter 2. The reference has been added, see under

Forseth.

28- “’Water would be applied frequently enough to enhance forage production goals of each

plot.” And this would be how much?”

See #’s 6,7, and 10H in Letter 1 and #13 in Letter 3.

29- Water truck and disturbance questions and water quality questions.

See #lOD, 10F, 27 in Letter 1; #5 in Letter 2. See also #16 m Letter 4.
30- Seed questions.

See #’s 5, 8 and 10G in Letter 1.

31- Drip h-rigatiom
Dnp Irrigation has been dropped from the Proposed Act~on. see revised Proposed ActIon.

32- Traditional Tohono O’odham farming techniques

See #lOB m Letter 1; #5 m Letter 2, and #20 in Letter 3.

33- Questions about water for pronghorn.

See #11, 23,29 in Letter 1; # 6 in Letter 2; and #’s 9 and 14 in this Letter.

34- Native American consuhations.

See #34 in Letter 3.

35 -“Regarding your staging/camping areas, these too must be checked for;uIturaI resources
.

and cleared by a qualified archeologist.”
Appropriate cultural clearances will take place prior to any activities.

36 -“why aren’t the Marines offering funding for a project on their Iands?”

The Marines have contributed significant amounts of money for preliminary pronghom
studies. They may contribute more in the future.

37- Drilling weiIs, water quality, ccinappropria~e to drill wells in an area of National Park
..
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quality.”

See #29 in this letter. Determming that anactlve, weI1-roaded military bombing range,
httered with tow darts and unexploded ordnance is an area of “National Park quality” IS subject to
opinion. Until it IS actuaIly desgmated a National Park by Congress, it is not a NationaI Park and

should not be managed as If It were. Even in the unhkely event It became a National Park in the
fiture, that designation would not preclude endangered species recovery.

38- ‘L...there shouId be a single test plot outside of pronghorn habitat to work out whether or

not this project is even feasible.”

See #’s 1 and 3 in Letter 1.

39- “Complete soil, vegetation, and wihilife profiles need to be done prior to any project of this

nature in order to establish a baseline for measuring changes and impacts, whether positive or
negative->Y

See #’s 14,23, and 24 in Letter 2 and #26 in Letter 3.

40- ACEC questions.
The establishment of the plots is consistent with the ACEC goals. Manipulations within

specially designated areas (hke ACECS or wilderness) are completely acceptable and understandable
m the right circumstances.

41- Water diagram.

See revised EA.

42- “...perhaps the impacts (of water systems) wotdd be [essened if they were left above ground

rather than buried.”

Burying the drinking systems seems to be the safest and most reliable method of
guaranteeing water dehvery for the life of the study. The irrigation systems WI1lbe (removable)
above-ground piping systems.

42- “move the herd out of ...the way of the Air Force”.

As stated in the Recovery Plan’s goals and objectives, establishing another viabIe pronghom
herd within its historic habitat is one of the ultimate goals of this project. There is no attempt is

move the pronghom out of the way of the Air Force.

43- “you note that recreational use is expected to graduaIIy increase. This would be

something that can be addressed without destroying more pronghorn ‘habitat as in the
proposed action.”

Dealing with increasing recreational use issomething that shouId be evaluated, however, it is
not part of, or related to, this EA. See also #’s 8, 9, and 10 in Letter 2.

44- “’Irreversible and...?’ You have not documented this. Some of these changes have the
potential to be damaging and irreversible?’

The subject matter pertains to NEPA and the commitment of time, money, and manpower
resources toward the project. AH assets going into this project (except water) are retrievable, such
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that their impact/presence can be essentiaHy removed after the complehon of the project (if desired)

See also #4 in Letter 1.

LETTER6- TOHONOO’ODHAMNATIONNATURALRESOURCESDEPARTM~NT

1- Purpose and Need questions.
The Environmental Assessment has been revised to reflect these suggestions

2-” ...stated that the project was initiated (at least in part) in response to the terms and
conditions of a U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Biological Opinion regarding miiitary training on

the BMR. There is no reference to this Biological Opinion in the EA.”

See revised EA. Also see #14 in Letter 1 and#11 in Letter 2.

3- “What happens if you cannot get permission from any water holders?”

See revised EA. Also see #27 in Letter 1.

4- Native American consultation questions.

See #34 in Letter 3.

5- “The re-establishrnent of native vegetation in areas impacted by construction of buried

free-water systems could be facilitated by seeding the disturbed site with native forbs and

planting potted perennial woody vegetation.”

See #26 in Letter 5. See also #’s 5 and 8 m Letter 1.

6- “It would be several years before we could expect any results from the proposed project. I
suggest YOUcontemplate some additional supplemental feeding programs... this season and.
untiI the proposed action has a chance to get off the ground.’~

The Proposed Action has chances of succeeding each and every yew that It occurs. See also

#16C m Letter 2.

LETTER7- YUMACOUNTYDEPARTMENTOFDEVELOPMENTALSERVICES

1 -if pronghorn are drawn to cultivated areas they may become a nuisance to the farmers.
The possibilities of nuisance pronghom in the cultivated fields shodd be easily addressed

through fencing. -..

2- Respiratory concerns

These are conddions inherent to this type of work. The workers will be informed of the job
hazards and protective equipment will be provided.

3- “The mortality of young antelope needs to be further investigated. Perhaps forensic
investigation of the carcass for respiratory damage could be done.”

Such research is problematic and difficdt. There are not enough fawns to risk radio-colku.-ing

them to directly address this question. Even if they could be radio-collared, they are usually entirely
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consumed by predators or scavengers such that necropsy ISnot posshle Recovery of fawn carcasses

is a part of the telemetry monitormg, when possible.

LETTER8 -J. P. MELCHIONJNE

1-”1 am concerned that following the experimental forage enhanceme~t program, whole areas

of the Goldwater Range will be added to the ‘Wilderness Area’ designations i~

Arizona,..followed by protective easments (sic) for the protected areas - with the finaI outcome
being closing off the GoMwater range for miIitary training.”

There is no designated wilderness in the current Goldwater Range withdrawal. There are no
proposed restrictions on military actiwties subject to the Proposed Action or any of its alternatives.
Closing the Goldwater Range to military activities due to this project is highly unhkely, especially in
light that it was just renewed. See #31 in Letter I; See also #37 m Letter 5.

LETTER9- BRIANF. DOLAbJ

enhancement on any portion of1- “The fina~ EA shouId aHow for implementation of forage
the Cabeza Prieta NWR as determined necessary by the Recovery Team.” AND “1 am
simiIarIy concerned that the Tactical Range alternative couId not be pursued ....It aimost seams
(sic) as though locations were determined on the basis of administrative convenience rather
than where they wouId offer the most benefit...”

The proposed plots will provide benefit to pronghom. Working on the Cabeza Prieta and the
Tactical Range are both hsted as alternatives considered but rejected m the revised EA and reasons
for not working there given. Neither of these areas have been ruled out for forage enhancements m
the Mm-e, should they prove effective. Compromise IS often necessary in order to accornphsh
anything worthwhile, and fighting for these two areas now wouId onIy delay the proj ect

LETTER10- MIKE SEIDMAN

1- “popuIatiom are higher than they were back in 1924” and questions about natural
variation in an arid environment.

See #2 in Letter 5 and #5 in Letter 4.

2- Questions about population in Mexico.
-.

In 1993 the population in Mexico was estimated to be 313 ammals. However, this IS one
snapshot in time, with no indications of trends over time. The current population estimate is not
known. Pronghom in the past may have done better there due to better (wetter) habitat conditions.
Maintaining corridors between the Mexican and US populations is not a recovery strategy at this
time. Biologists in Mexico contend that poaching is still a problem and allowing more pronghom
into Mexico to be killed would be detrimental. Even if the border fence were removed to a~low
movement, Mexican Highway 2 wouId prevent US pronghorn from mixing with the Mexican
population, which are all south of this highway. Regardless of the population size or status in
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Mexico, Sonoran pronghorn in the United States are listed as endangered and the U S Fish and
Wddlife Service is mandated under the Endangered Species Act to recover them.

3- Fragmentation, obstacles to movement questiom.

See #’s 13 and 6 in Letter 5.

4- Questions about goal of 500 pronghorn.

See #11 in Letter 5.

5- “pronghorn numbers have been decreasing all through the West, perhaps from drought...
haven’t heard forage enhancements suggested elsewhere”

While this statement may be true m some areas of the West, it is referring to another
subspecies of pronghorn and none of those other populations are endangered.

6 -Questions about the need for management and “animals have lived in the desert for
thousands of years and adapted to aridity” and “the natura~ course of things in the desert.”

It IStrue that animals have lived in this desert for thousands of years and adapted. However,

in the last 100 years, rapid changes have taken place such as vegetation changes from cattle grazing,
construction of dams on the Gda River, introduction of diseases, construction of mterstates and
roads. more traffic, and faster cars on those roads etc. It is dangerous to assume that pronghom

could adapt to such changes m their desert environment as quickly, therefore. the need to manage

populations to mitigate for human caused changes maybe necessary. Also see #9 m Letter 5.

7- “no proof that Sonoran pronghorn even need to drink water”
See #’s 11 and 23 in Letter 1, #6 in Letter 2, and # 9 m Letter 5.

8- Questions about predators.
The discussion about predators has been expanded m the rewsed EA.

9- Exotic plant issues.

See #5 and 10G in Letter 1.

10- “commit to sustaining these practices i~to the far future...” and “...population completely
dependent on people?”

See #’s 10H, 19 and 26 in Letter 1; #7 in Letter 2.

LETTER11- ARIZONAGAMEANDFISHDEPARTMENT

No response needed.

LETTER12- DEPARTMENTOFTHEfUR FORCE- HQ AETC/CEVN RANDOLPK TEXAS

The comments in this letter were all editorial; all suggested changes were made to the EA.
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LETTER13- WILLLAMD. SOMMERSIV

No response needed.

LETTER14- YUMA VALLEYROD AND(3w CLUB

No response needed.

LETTER15- PEOPLEFORTHEUSA

No response needed.

-..
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